INTERVIEWS OF WITNESSES 

BEFORE THE 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON 
THE E\H]NTS SURROUNDING 
THE 2012 TERRORIST 
ATTACK IN BENGHAZI 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATRTS 

ONE HUNDRED EOURTEENTH CONGRESS 

SECOND SESSION 


HELD IN WASHINGTON, DC, 2012-2016 

VOLUME 7 OE 11 


Printed for the use of the Select Committee on the Events Surrounding the 
2012 Terrorist Attack in Benghazi 



Available on the Internet: 
www.fdsys.gov 


U.S. GOVERNMENT PUBLISHING OFFICE 
22-351 WASHINGTON : 2016 


For sale by the Superintendent of Documents, U.S. Government Publishing Office 
Internet: bookstore.gpo.gov Phone: toll free (866) 512-1800; DC area (202) 512-1800 
Fax: (202) 512-2104 Mail: Stop IDCC, Washington, DC 20402-0001 


AUTHENTICATED 
U.S. GOVERNMENT 
INFORMATION 


HOUSE SELECT COMMITTEE ON BENGHAZI 


TREY GOWDY, 

LYNN WESTMORELAND, Georgia 
JIM JORDAN, Ohio 
PETER ROSKAM, Illinois 
MIKE POMPEO, Kansas 
MARTHA ROBY, Alabama 
SUSAN BROOKS, Indiana 


South Carolina, Chairman 

ELIJAH CUMMINGS, Maryland 
Ranking Minority Member 
ADAM SMITH, Washington 
ADAM SCHIFF, California 
LINDA SANCHEZ, California 
TAMMY DUCKWORTH, Illinois 


Professional Staff 

Philip G. Kiko, Staff Director and General Counsel 
SusANNE Sachsman Grooms, Minority Staff Director 


(H) 



CONTENTS 


Page 

Interview of Speech writer #1 1 

Interview of Speech writer #2 Ill 

Interview of Huma Abedin 213 

Interview of Director, Office of Terrorism Analysis 435 

Interview of Senior Libyan Desk Officer, Office of Maghreb Affairs 437 

Interview of Chief of Base 549 

Interview of Jeffrey David Feltman 551 

Interview of Chief of Operations for the Near East Division 731 

Interview of Thomas Nides 733 

Interview of Bernadette Meehan 865 

Interview of Deputy Director, Office of Maghreb Affairs 1011 


(III) 




INTERVIEW OF SPEECHWRITER #1 

BEFORE THE 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON BENGHAZI 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

ONE HUNDRED THIRTEENTH CONGRESS 

FIRST SESSION 

HELD IN WASHINGTON, DC, OCTOBER 9, 2015 



2 


APPEARANCES 

FOR THE SELECT COMMITTEE ON BENGHAZI 

Craig Missakian, Deputy Chief Counsel 
Mark Grider, Deputy General Counsel 
SusANNE Sachsman Grooms, Minority Staff Director ! General Counsel 
Heather Sawyer, Minority Chief Counsel 
Peter Kenny, Minority Senior Counsel 

FOR SPEECHWRITER #1 

Jonathan Su, Esq. 

Latham & Watkins LLP 
555 11th Street, Suite 1000 
Washington, D.C. 20004 

FOR THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

* * *, Attorney-Adviser 
Eric Snyder 



3 


3 


Ms. this is the tnanscnibed interview being conducted by 

the House Select Committee on Benghazi. It is being conducted, as I 
understand it, voluntarily, that you're appearing voluntarily as 
opposed to pursuant to a subpoena, as part of the committee's 
investigation into the attacks on U.S. diplomatic facilities in 
Benghazi, Libya and related matters pursuant to House Resolution 567 
of the 113th Congress and House Resolution 5 of the 114th Congress. 

Could we begin by having you state and spell your name for the 
record? 


Ms. It's . 

Mr. Missakian. First, let me thank you for appearing here today. 
We know you traveled a bit of a distance, so the committee appreciates 
your cooperation in the investigation. 

My name is Craig Missakian, I'm one of the lawyers from the 
majority staff, and at this point, it's traditional for everybody in 
the room to introduce themselves to you, so why don't I start with Mr. 
Grider over there in the corner. 

Mr. Grider. Hi, I'm Mark Grider. 

Mr. Missakian . And then, Mr. Su, why don't you state your name 
and relationship to the witness, for the record. 

Mr. Su . Sure. Jonathan Su, Latham & Watkins on behalf of Ms. 

And Craig, when you have a minute, I'd like to make a brief 
opening remark whenever you have a chance. 

Mr. Missakian . Absolutely. 

Ms. attorney advisor for the U.S. 
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Department of State. 

Mr. Kenny. Peter Kenny with minority staff. 

Mr. Missakian . All right. Have you ever had your deposition 
taken before? 

Ms . 

Mr. Missakian . Have you ever been interviewed by Congress? 

Ms. Nope. 

Mr. Missakian . Okay. So this will be new to you. There are 
some procedural and ground rules. I'll just kind of go over those nowj 
and then we'll let your attorney make the statement that he just 
referred to. 

Off the record for a second. 

[Discussion off the record.] 

Mr. Missakian . Let's go back on the record. 

Generally speakings the way questioning proceeds during these 
interviews is that a member of the majority staff will ask questions 
for up to an hour^ and then the minority will have an opportunity to 
ask you questions for an equal amount of time. 

Questions may only be asked by a member of the committee or 
designated staff member. We then rotate back and forth, 1 hour per side 
until we are out of questions, and at that point, the interview will 
conclude 

Unlike testimony or a deposition in a Federal court proceeding, 
the committee format is not bound by the rules of evidence. The witness 
or your counsel may raise objections for privilege, and those would be 
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subject to review by the chairman of the committee^ Mr. Gowdy. 

If the objections cannot be resolved during the interview^ you may 
be required to return for an additional -- additional session or for 
a hearing or for a deposition. Members and staff of the committee are 
not permitted to raise objections when the other side is asking 
questions . 

With regard to classified informationj this session is going to 
be treated as unclassified. If any question calls for a classified 
answer, please let us know and we will reserve its answer until we move 
into a classified setting if we decide to do that. I don't expect that 
will happen today, but at any rate, just let us know if your answer 
requires the disclosure of classified information 

You are welcome to confer with your attorney at any time during 
the interview, but if something needs to be clarified, then we simply 
ask you to let me know. If you don't understand one of my questions, 
just let me know, and I'm happy to rephrase it. If you need to discuss 
anything with your counsel off the record and outside the presence of 
the other members of the staff, just let me know, and we'll take a break. 
Beyond that, if you want to take a break for any other reason, just let 
me know. 

With regard to the court reporter who you see seated here next to 
you, there will be -- she's an official court reporter and is taking 
down everything we say. So recognizing that, we just ask that your 
responses be verbal as opposed to a nod of the head, for example. 
Occasionally, the witness and the questioner, sometimes have a tendency 
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to talk oven each other. It makes it difficult for the count nepontenj 
so I will do my best not to talk oven youj and I would just ask the same, 
that you allow me to finish my questions and then we'll allow you to 
answer. 


Ms. 


I, you are required to answer questions posed to you from 


Congress truthfully. Do you understand that? 

Ms. 

Mr. Missakian. This also applies to questions that are posed to 
you by congressional staff in an interview. Do you understand that? 


Ms. 


Yes . 

Mr. Missakian . Do you also understand that witnesses that 
knowingly provide false testimony could be subject to criminal 
prosecution for perjury or for making false statements? 

Ms. 

Mr. Missakian . Is there any reason why you're not able to give 
your best truthful testimony during this interview today? 


Ms. 


No. 


Mr. Missakian . Peter, do you have anything to add? 

Mr. Kenny. I would just like to thank the witness, thank you, Ms. 
for appearing here today. I look forward very much to hearing 
your statement. 

Mr. Missakian . All right. Mr. Su, at this point, if I want to 
make a statement, please do 

Mr. Su . Sure. So thank you for the opportunity to talk with you 
all today. Ms. is here, as you noted, voluntarily, you know. 
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to answer the committee's questions. She has expressed an intent to, 
you know, cooperate with the committee, and that's why she's here. 

As you know Craig, you and I, and Dana, Dana Chipman, had some brief 
correspondence earlier in the month regarding the scope of these 
proceedings, and we understood, and Dana confirmed that the relevant 
period of inquiry would be the 2012 attacks in Benghazi, Libya and the 
immediate days thereafter. That the committee's interest related 
solely to this witness' government service, and that, you know, the 
committee would advise me if there are any other specific matters of 
interest, and I have not heard any other than what ' s been described here . 
And further, that the committee's questions would not delve into any 
classified issues. 

So that's kind of the bounds from which we, you know, prepared and 
are prepared to answer questions, but you know, with that, we'll let 
you proceed, and we'll go from there, if that makes sense 

Mr. Missakian . Okay. Great. Thank you. That's my 
understanding as well with regard to the scope of the interview. Should 
something come up in one of your other answers that requires us to follow 
up on areas that may ordinarily fall outside that scope, we'll do our 
best to deal with that at the time, but I don't expect that I will have 
them, but if it does, we'll deal with it. 

EXAMINATION 
BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 

Q Okay. First, let's start with the basics. When did you 
begin work at the State Department? 
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A I Started work in March of 2009. 

Q Where did you work prior to that? 

A Immediately prior to that, I was at a firm here in town, 
a speech writing firm called West Wing Writers for a few months. 
Previous to that, I had been the speech writer for Michelle Obama, on 
the 2008 Obama for America campaign, and before that I was at this firm. 
West Wing Writers for about 5 years, if that makes sense. 

So I stayed with this firm the whole time, except for a brief 
period when I left to -- moved to Chicago and write for Mrs. Obama. 

Q When you say you were working for Obama for America, was 
it? 

A Yes . 

Q Is that the same as the Obama presidential campaign, or is 
that something different? 

A Yes. No, no, no, the campaign. 

Q How long did you work on the campaign? 

A From August 2008 through election day. 

Q Okay. When did you leave the State Department? 

A In February 2013. 

Q That was when Secretary Clinton left? 

A Shortly after, yeah. 

Q Was there any discussion of you staying after she left the 
State Department? 

A Not really. 

Q Was that typical for people in her speech writing department 
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to leave with hen? 

A I don't know actually how long everyone else stayed. I 

left. 

Q Was it expected that people would leave when she left? 

A I don't know actually. I know I had made up my mind to leave 
theOj and so that kind of foreclosed the issue for me. And I didn't 
really talk seriously with anyone about staying^ so I didn't -- I don't 
know. That was sort of the beginning of the end of the conversation 
in my own head. 

Q Okay. NoWj from March 2009 to February 2013, when you 
left, what was your title or titles during that time? 

A Yeah. I was her speech writer. I think eventually I 
became her senior speech writer. Also, as a speech writer, I was also 
a member of the policy planning staff at the State Department speech 
writers -- their home is within policy planning. 

Q Tell me a little bit more about the structure. So you have 
the -- who was the head of the policy planning staff at that time? 

A When I started, it was a woman named Ann Marie Slaughter. 
She was director of policy planning for 2 years, so that's, I guess, 
roughly the calendar years of 2009, 2010. Having said that, I'm 
actually not positive about the dates of her service, but they're 
publicly available. So she was my first boss as the head of policy 
planning, and then she was replaced by lake Sullivan for the last 
2 years or so of the Clinton time. 

Q lust so I understand, there's the policy planning staff. 
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and the speech writing department is under that, so -- 

A Right. 

Q -- essentially your boss was first Ann Marie Slaughter and 

then lake Sullivan? 

A Yes. Although, as perhaps a slightly complicating 
circumstance . 

Q Please. 

A There's also a director of speech writing. So as a speech 

writer, I answer to both, I guess. 

Q Who is that director? 

A Well, at first it was a woman named who hired 
me. 

Q Could you spell that? 

A Yes, her first name is and her last name 

is 

Q Okay. 

A So she hired me and she served as director for about 2 years, 
and then when she left, she was replaced by a man named 

Q When did leave, to your knowledge? 

A That's a good question. I don't -- around when I left, I 

think. I'm not sure. 

Q Describe for us the relationship between the director of 
speech writing and lake Sullivan, for example, the head of the policy 
planning staff? 

A What do you mean by describe the relationship? 
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Q Well, tell us a little bit about the process of how lake 
Sullivan fit into the process of approving the work product that came 
out of the speech writing department? 

A Uh-huh. Well, he certainly read everything that we 
produced. He was an editor, or he weighed in on the drafts that we 
wrote, some more than others. He offered edits. Often we would meet 
with him before drafting to get his thoughts for what ought to be in 
a speech. We also did that with other high-level officials across the 
building, especially depending on what the content of the speech was. 
For example, if it were a speech about China, we would speak with the 
head of the East Asia Bureau or maybe whoever was the head of the China 
desk, so we do a lot of preliminary meetings, especially on big speeches 
with people around the department, including lake, and he would 
generally be on the list of people who would vet speeches, who would 
read speeches, who would read drafts. Yeah. 

Q Okay. And how would that work physically? Would somebody 
in your department do a Word document, for example, and then email it 
around? 

A Exactly. 

Q Okay. And physically, where was your department located 

in relationship to lake Sullivan's policy planning staff? 

A So the policy planning staff occupies several suites in like 
a general area that -- depending on how big we are, you know, I believe 
we sort of commandeered some rooms here and there in order to make sure 


everyone has a seat. 
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So there is one main suite of offices j it's relatively smallj on 
the 7th floor of the State Department. That's where the policy 
planning director has his office^ it's where his chief of staff is, 
it's where his deputy director is, and then there are like eight offices 
in that suite. Mine was one of them, and the director of speech writing 
also had one of them. 

Q One thing we've learned in some of the other interviews is 
that various bureaus, for example, the one that we're most interested 
in here is the NEA bureau. Within that bureau and others, there are 
people that specialize in communications. 

A Yeah. 

Q What was your -- what was the relationship generally, 
between the speech writing department and those communications 
departments within the individual bureaus? 

A It was small. I can't think now of who those people were 
in any -- I do know that there are -- you're right, that there are 
communication staff sort of scattered around the department. 

Q Uh-huh. 

A There are also other speech writers. Some people have 

speech writers. I don't even know who -- I don't know who they are. 

Q So to the extent that you mentioned earlier that with regard 

to certain speeches you might talk to the folks in that particular area, 
I think you used China as an example, when you met with the people in 
that area of the world, were you talking to the communications people 
or more the, I don't know, policy, subject matter experts within that 
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department? 

A Policy. I can 't nememben even meeting with a communication 
staffer. It was almost always like the assistant secretary or the 
deputy assistant secretary, so it was the front office staff. Now, 
having said that, I certainly attended meetings in which there were 
like a bunch of people from that bureau, and I wouldn't know necessarily 
who all of them where. We might meet around a table like this and very 
quickly introduce ourselves, and then I would say, what do you all 
think? 

Q Do you recall any instances where the people from the 
communications departments within those other bureaus were involved 
in the editing process of any speech that your shop had drafted? 

A I don't remember many examples of that. There was a woman 
in the EURB, the European and Eurasian bureau who was a talented writer, 
and I think, I think wrote speeches for the assistant secretary, and 
he had, I think, at one point cc'd her to ask her to weigh in on edits. 
I remember this because they were very good, and there aren't a lot 
of woman speech writers, so I noticed this. 

Apart from that, I have no memory of a communication staffer 
editing. 

Q Okay. So it sounds like that was an exception rather than 
the normal process? 

A I believe so, yes. 

Q Let's talk a little bit about the relationship between 
speech writing -- before I get to that, just for the record. Heather 
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Sawyer from the minority staff has joined us. 

Let's talk about the relationship between the speech writing 
department and the State Department's press office, which at the time, 
I believe, was headed up by Victoria Nuland. Is that correct? 

A Uh-huh. She was our spokeswoman. I 'm so bad with titles . 
I have no idea if she ran the office, but I trust that you know. 

Q Let's not assume that. 

A I know she was behind the podium every day. 

Q Okay. So -- 

Mr. Su . Well, let's define time period, how about that? Is 


that -- 


Ms. 



Oh, that's a good point. 


When are you talking 


about? 


BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 

Q All these questions just relate to the time period you were 
at the State Department. 

A Okay. Well, there were several people during that time who 
were spokesperson. 

Q Okay. Let's start with the structure of that department 
and identify the -- 

A Yeah. 

Q -- positions first. We've identified the spokesperson, 

Victoria Nuland held that at some point in time. 

A Right. 

Q Who else was in that department? 
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A Boy j you' ne really exposing my ignorance here. I genuinely 
don't know a lot of -- I can't think of a lot of people that I knew 
in that department. 

Q Would you know them by title or position? 

A Maybe. NOj I mean^ I -- 

Q Okay. 

A -- truly -- my mind is blank thinking of anyone in public 
relations j except Victoria. 

Q Okay. Why don't you describe in general the interaction 
between State -- I mean, the speech writing shop and Victoria 
Nuland's -- 

A Right. 

Q -- department? 

A Well, Victoria herself was on a lot of the -- often was on 
the distribution list for speeches. She is a very beautiful writer 
herself, so she would often offer edits, and I often really admired 
them and took them, so she's someone that I knew well and worked with 
often. She also traveled with us. 

Apart from her, I can't think of anybody in the public relations 
or public affairs bureau that I worked with. 

Q Would it have been typical for Victoria Nuland to sit down 
with your group in one of these pre-meetings that you talked about? 

A No. 

Q So it sounds like she would have come into the process, if 

at all, after something had been drafted and then it was being 
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circulated for comment and edit? 

A That's night. That is the process that I recallj yeahj 
generally. 


Q Tell us more about who is in your department. We know about 



Q -- thank you. Who else was in the department 

during that period from March 2009 to February 2013? 

A Well j there were a number of people. This is speech writing 
specifically that you're talking about? 

Q Speech writing department j yes. 

A People came in and out, as you can imagine, during that time, 
so how would you like me to -- 

Q Let's talk start with how many permanent slots are there 
in that department? 

A That's a good question. I think -- well, there was a 


director who at one point was 


and one point was 


There was 


me, there was another permanent spot, which was filled for a time by 
a guy named . 


Mr. Su . You are going to want to spell that for her. 

A is his first name, which is and his 

last name is . Then there is another permanent spot, 

which is somebody who writes both for the secretary and for the deputy 
secretaries, so that person has a multiple roles. We had a staff 
assistant, and then there were few other people who wrote with us who 
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I believe technically were seated -- belong to different bureaus but 
who were sort of on loan to us. There was one woman who had a 
presidential management fellowship. 

Q Hold that thought. 

[Discussion off the record.] 

BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 

Q All right. Do you remember where you were? 

A Yeah. We were talking about the people that work with us. 

So I think there were about four permanent speech slots . We had a staff 
assistant as well that might have also been a fifth slot. 

Then there were a few other people who wrote with us who I think 
technically belong to different bureaus who I don't think actually 
occupies our slots but who were effectively on our staff who wrote, 
who attended our meetings. 

Q Do you recall anybody from the NEA bureau being in one of 
those slots? 

A No. 

Q How were those bureaus identified; do you recall? 

A Well, in the case of one person, she was a presidential 

management fellow who was in a bureau where she wasn't really -- she 
didn't have that much to do, and she had an interest in speech writing, 
so she sort of helped out from time to time, and then it was clear that 
she was very talented, so her bureau was willing to lend her to us, 
so it really was the person, not the bureau, if that makes sense. 

Q It does. 
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A That's the one person that I could think of actually. 

Q At one point I think you mentioned that some people write 

speeches for the secretary, some people write speeches for the 
assistant secretary. Were there clear lines of demarcation or were 
assignments done more on an ad hoc basis? 

A Well, for that one person who wrote for the deputy, the 
secretary and the two deputy secretaries of State, he was the only 
person who had that responsibility and no one else wrote for the 
deputies . 

The rest of us all worked for the Secretary, and it was pretty 
ad hoc. It was basically who is next available got the next speech. 

Q Now, one thing we've seen is on occasion, lake Sullivan 
would put pen to paper and draft a statement that the Secretary would 
give or maybe even a speech. How were those decisions made? And by 
that I mean, the decision to have somebody in the speech writing 
department write the speech versus having somebody outside that 
department, like lake Sullivan, weigh in and do something? 

A That ' s a good question . I don 't remember incidents of that 
happening, although it makes sense that they would, but I can't, I don't 
remember that happening, so I don't know how to answer that question. 

Q Okay. That's fair. I have in mind one statement that 
we'll get to later on, we know that lake Sullivan wrote or at least 
took part in writing. It was a short, not what I would describe as 
a speech. I mean, is it fair to say that the speech department wrote 
all the speeches and lake Sullivan or others may have come in to write 
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statements, or did the speech writing department write statements as 
well? I mean, were the lines that clear or am I just reading too much 
into it? 

A The lines were not that clear. Over the course of 4 years, 
an enormous amount of writing was produced in the form of speeches or 
occasionally written statements. We usually, for the most part, 
usually didn't write written statements. It was usually produced 
elsewhere. Sometimes we would give them a read or an edit or a polish. 
But it's hard to state authoritatively exactly where every product 
originated, if that makes sense. 

So over the course of those 4 years, there was just so much that 
I'm sure that if I said this is how it always worked, there would be 
a counterexample. 

Q Okay. So it sounds like the speech writing department did 
focus on speeches, and statements, not so much. Do you know why that 
is or was? 

A Well, it ' s a volume issue . She gave a lot of speeches . She 
gave a lot of speeches. Every Secretary of State gives a lot of 
speeches, but she gave more than most or than previous secretaries had 
given, so we had a lot of work to do. 

Q Okay. With regard to the statements that were prepared, 
were those sent to your department for vetting or were those vetted 
outside the speech department? By vetting I mean reviewed, edited, 
that kind of thing? 

A That's another good question that I don't really know the 
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answer to that. 

Q What do you recall personally? Do you ever recall seeing 
a statement come to you that you were asked to review and edit? 

A I'm sure that happened, probably several times. I don't 
remember off the top of my head a specific statement, but I'm positive 
they exist. I don't know how speeches that I wasn't cc'd on or asked 
to review -- I mean, pardon me, statements. I don't know how those 
statements were vetted. You know, I would only know if they -- if I 
were on the email chain, I would be a part of that moment, but otherwise, 
I don't know how they were handled, if that makes sense. 

Q Uh-huh. 

A So I'd say as a -- I don't know if this is a hypothetical. 
I don't know if that's the right word, but like a general matter, if 
occasionally there was a statement that, you know, perhaps it borrowed 
language from a speech I had recently written, perhaps it was on an 
issue area where I had written a number of speeches on that area, I 
might be asked to take a quick look at this before we send it out, and 
I would. 

Q All right. One thing that we've noticed is, on occasion, 
something being drafted, the State Department will be sent to somebody 
in the White House for review. For example, we've seen that with Ben 
Rhodes getting involved in the process. Can you shed any light on the 
relationship between, you know, the written product coming out of the 
State Department and the White House's review of that? 

A I can remember off the top of my head one example of that. 
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I wrote a speech about energy diplomacy, energy security, and then at 
some point I sent it to Ben to have him take a look at it knowing that 
it was one of the first times she'd ever spoken on this topic. It was 
a fairly new bureau. We had created it. It was the first time 
that -- it was the first major policy statement about this issue area, 
and Ben wrote back to say something like looks good. 

Q Okay. 

A So it was a very light touch. 

Q Okay. How did you know to send it to Ben Rhodes? 

A lake Sullivan asked me to send it to Ben Rhodes. 

Q Did he give you an explanation for why Ben Rhodes was coming 
into the process? 

A I don't believe he did so, no. I don't remember exactly, 
but no, I don't think so. 

Q And going forward, did you have an understanding what if 
any role Ben Rhodes would play in reviewing speeches that you were 
drafting, for example? 

A I don't know that I had an -- I don't really know how to 
describe it. There wasn't like a set of rules where it was like if 
you write a speech like this -- 

Q Uh-huh. 

A -- please send it to Ben. That did not exist. It was more 
that in this one scenario, this one case that I do remember, it was 
that lake said can you send it to Ben to make sure he sees this, or 
something like that, and I did, and that was kind of it. So you know. 
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that's how that incident worked. That's how that worked that time. 

Q Do you recall how many discussions with your colleagues in 

the speech writing department about either Ben Rhodes reviewing their 
work or anybody else in the White House reviewing their work? 

A I don't remember a conversation like thatj no. 

Q All right. Let's move to the night of the attack^ 
September 11. Obviously, we are going to focus a little bit on that. 
Let's start out with the basics. Were you at the office that day? 

A I was. 

Q And at any point during that day, did you become aware of 
the protests that were going on in Cairo? 

A I did. I did, at some point, come to know that, yeah. 

Q Do you recall how you became aware of it? 

A I do not. 

Q So it could have been you were following a twitter feed, 
it could have been a conversation with one of your colleagues, at this 
point you don't know one way or the other? 

A I just don't remember. 

Q That's fine. We know it was awhile ago. What if anything 
do you recall about Cairo when you first heard about it? 

A I remember being upset. I had gone to Cairo not that long 
before then, I think. Gosh, I should have that answer for you, I'm 
sorry. But at some point in the months preceding that, I had taken 
a trip to Cairo with the Secretary, so I remember thinking I know exactly 
where this is happening. I've been to that embassy. And at some point 
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I believe during thatj those protests -- I meanj I think they crossed 
the -- the protestors got over a wall. I think they pulled down our 
flag. That was extremely distressing. 

Q Do you remember how you were getting any of the information 
you had regarding Cairo? 

A Wellj I don't remember exactly if I had. I mean^ what I 
would -- almost certainly I was glued to the television. I would have 
had, you know, the various newspaper and TV sites up on my computer. 
We also, likely, because it was a -- again, this is -- I'm sorry that 
I don't remember this exactly, but we usually get, when there 
is -- certainly when there is like an attack on an American facility, 
I think we would likely to have gotten an alert from the Op Center at 
the State Department, so I would have been hearing from them, too, 
probably. 

Q We have seen some emails that come from Ops Alert at maybe 
State.gov, I don't remember. What's your understanding of who 
receives those Ops Alerts? 

A I don 't know the answer to that . I never signed up for them 

or anything like that, but I receive them, so I don't know if that means 
that everyone at the State Department gets them or if certain staffs 
do. I don't know, but I know that I did. 

Q What was your understanding of where they were coming from? 

A Well, there is an Ops Center, it's an office not far from 

our offices at the State Department, and I've seen in them once. It's 
like a 24-hour center that's pretty high-tech, and they follow events 
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around the world at all times, so I think they all come from that office. 

Q At this point in time, September 11, 2012, was 
the head of the speech writing department? 

A He was. 

Q He had taken over at that point. All right. Did you have 

any conversations within the speech writing department 
about -- professional conversations about how the speech writing 
department would fit into any messaging about what was going on in 
Cairo? 

A I don't remember a conversation like that. 

Q Do you recall any meetings with your colleagues about what 
was going on in Cairo? 

A I do not. 

Q Do you recall what time you left the office that night? 

A I don't know that either. I'm sorry. 

Q That's okay. 

A So it's going to be -- sadly, that's going to be my answer 
for a lot, for what happened that day. I just don't remember a lot 
of what happened that day. 

Q Can you say whether or not it was a normal day, you left 
at 6:00, 7:00, or whether you stayed later? 

A It probably was a normal day. You know, I will say that 
as a speech writer, there are times when I'm up writing many days in 
a row, and then if it's -- if I don't have an active assignment, we'll 
leave early, or I might be staying late in order to get --my hours 
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were extremely ennatic, so it's hand to -- when you say like a normal 
day, there are actually -- there kind of weren't a lot of normal days 
for me in terms of hours at the office. 

Q All right. So let's move ahead a little bit in the day. 
At some point at around 3:40 Easterntime, that's when the attacks in 
Benghazi occurred. Do you recall hearing about those attacks? 

A I know that I did at some point hear that something terrible 
is happening in Benghazi. I don't remember when. 3:40, that's 
interesting. I wouldn't have been able to name that time. 

Q Do you remember how you learned of the attacks? 

A Again, I do not. 

Q Do you recall what you learned about the attacks? 

A No. I know that -- I mean, I know at some point I learned 

that something was happening, and I don ' t remember how it was described . 
I don't know. 

Q What's your best recollection of what you heard, first off, 
about what was happening in Benghazi? 

A Right. Well, I really don't know. I don't know. I don't 
know how it was originally described, or I don't know where I heard 
about it. I don't know. I think that if I had to make my best 
recollection, is that the phrase? 

Q That's all we want is your best recollection. 

A It's probably that I heard that it was a protest just like 
what was -- similar to what was happening that day in Cairo, but I'm 
sorry, I don't have a real recollection of this. 
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Q Okay. So if youn best recollection is that you heard it 
was a protest, I mean, what's your best recollection of where you got 
that information? 

A Well, probably a combination of an Ops Alert, which I'm 
just -- again, I don't remember receiving an Ops Alert about Benghazi, 
but that is what they do. That's exactly what they do. They send out 
alerts when something like Benghazi happens, so I probably was getting 
alerts from them. 

And then if I recall, there was a great deal of press reporting 
about what was happening in Egypt that day, and in time ago, what was 
happening in Benghazi that day, so probably a combination of that. 

Q Okay. So a combination of information from the Ops Alerts 
and then possibly what was being reported in the open media? 

A Right. 

Q Okay. With regard to what was being reported in the open 
media, I mean, would you have taken that as gospel, or how would you 
have treated that information? 

A No, certainly not. I wouldn't take any press report as 

gospel, you know, ever. 

Q As you sit here today, do you recall participating in any 
briefings that night about what was occurring in Benghazi? 

A No, I did not. 

Q There's some evidence that there was a SVTCS, a secure video 
teleconference, that night at 7:30 p.m. Did you take part in that? 

A I did not. 



27 


27 


Q Were you awane of it? 

A I was not. 

Q Until now? 

A Until hearing about it now. 

Q Is that something that Mr. would have taken part in, 

to your knowledge? 

A I don't know. I don't know. 

Q Have you spoken to Mr. about anything that occurred 

that night since you left the State Department? 

A I have not. 

Q Have you spoken to anybody about what occurred that night, 
other than your attorney? 

A That's a good question. I can't think of an example with 
me talking to anybody about what happened that night. I talked to my 
family, but that was a really terrible night for a lot of us, and it's 
really --it was certainly the worst day I ever had at the State 
Department. So though I can't remember a specific conversation about 
it, I don't want to foreclose the possibility that I've spoken about 
it with friends or colleagues. 

Q Why don't you walk us through the events that night as best 
you can remember them. Why don't we start with, you know, around 3:40, 
which is when the attack occurred in Benghazi, and just as best you 
can, take us through what you did that night? 

A Well, where my memory really kicks in is quite a bit later 
in the day, which is after I was home, it was in the evening, I was 
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ready to start winding down^ and I got a call from my colleague 

who said that -- something like it looks like our facility 
in Benghazi has been attacked, some Americans might be dead, we're 
afraid that the Ambassador, that Chris might be dead, and we are going 
to have to put our heads together and write something for the Secretary 
because she's going to want to talk about this in the morning. 


Q Did you get a sense that Mr. 


was coming up with 


this idea on his own, or was this coming from Mr. 

A No, I did not. I don't think he was coming up with this 
on his own. I actually don't know who would have been the person to 
give him the heads up that this was happening. I don't know. 

Q So what did you say to him, as best you can recall, in that 


conversation? 


A Well, we came up with a plan for how to get this done. ^ 
. I lived in Adams Morgan. I had been to his house 
quite a bit. We're friends. He has a comfortable home, so we agreed 
that I would grab my computer and I would come up to his house and we 
would sit together and try to write something good under tough 
circumstances . 


Q How long was the phone call? 

A Short. Basically as long as what just happened here. 

Q Okay. So you hung up the phone, you packed up your stuff, 
and you went to his house. 

A I did. 


Q Shortly after the call. 
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A That's night. 

Q Can you nememben anything about what type of night that was? 

A Dust a straight up guess, an uninformed guess, 10:00, 10:30, 
in the evening. It was not early. It was late, at a point where I 
would normally be trying to get to sleep. 

Q How late were you at Mr. house that night? 

A So soon after that, so -- 

Mr. Su. I think he's asking you -- I think Craig is asking you 
when you left, right? 

BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 


Q Yes. How late were you there? 

A Well, that's a good question. I've seen an email that I 

wrote that had a time stamp like 3:30 in the morning, so certainly until 
then, maybe a little bit after that, 3:30, 4:00, something like that. 
Q Was anybody else there besides you and Mr. ^^^^^? 

A Yes, one of our other colleagues, a guy named 

Q Could you spell that for us, please. 

A Yes, it's Everyone's named in my life, 

name is 


Q 

A 


|, like 


exactly, and he -- I called him after 
called me, and he came and picked me up, and the two of us 
drove up to 


Q And who is he, Mr. ^^^|? 

A He is another speech writer with us, so the three of us were 
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colleagues . 

Q At that pointj I think you said you took your laptop. Did 
Mr. and Mr. both have their laptops as well? 

A That's a good question. I think did^ it was 

his home^ so I think his laptop was there. I don't know if 
brought his laptop. 

Q Did you have anything that gave you access to your work 
email? 

A Yes. We had fobs that we used to sign into our work email 
from when we were not on from outside the building. 

Q Do you recall doing that that night? 

A I do not. 

Q So we've got three people in the room^ probably three 
laptopSj at least one. What other information did you collect before 
you went over to Mr. house? 

A I don't remember collecting any. 

Q What information did he have about the attacks when you got 
therOj if any? 

A I don't remember specifics. I do remember that we didn't 
know a lot. 

Q Let's just take it step by step. You three got there. Did 
you have a kind of a conversation to get your bearings and decide who 
was going to do what at the outset? How did the evening begin? 

A That's another great question that I don't have a great 
answer to, I'm sorry. You know, there's not like a set of steps that 
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you follow when you sit down to write a speech, no matter what, but 
certainly in a situation that just wasn't that -- 

Q Let me give you an example of what I'm thinking about. 

A Please. 

Q Potential one way to divvy up the labor is they could have 
said, you ' re going to be writing the speech, Mr. you ' re 

going to be collecting the information that goes into it, and Mr. 

you're going to be ordering the pizza, whatever it turns out 
to be. I mean, did you have that kind of conversation where you're 
dividing up the labor at the outset, and what do you recall about that 
conversation? 

A I don't think we did do that. I think we definitely --part 
of the conversation that started then but really did last the whole 
time was, you know, what can we actually give her, what should she say. 

Q Did you have any direction on what the -- first of all, were 
you just writing a speech in the abstract, or was this a speech that 
was intended for a specific event or a specific purpose? 

A Right. Well, you know, so this now, at this point was like 
3-and-a-half years into our time together writing for her, and then 
of three of us, several of us had been writing together. I mean, we 
now all had a few years, at least, under our belts. 

So I'd say that we all knew, because of our previous months or 
years of experience, never quite in this situation but in similar sort 
of, you know, you got to write something quickly because of the 
fast-moving events somewhere in the world and she needs to say something 
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about it. 

We knew basically a few things that we wanted to accomplish. If 
indeed some people had died, we knew that we wanted to give hen some 
material that she could say about them, so she could say gracious things 
about them, which we knew she would have wanted to do. We knew that 
we would want to give her some sort of a -- something that she could 
say that would summarize what had happened, anticipating that, you 
know, if Americans were waking up and turning on their TV in the morning 
and their Secretary of State was standing there, that they would -- one 
of the questions on their mind would be what, what happened. We wanted 
to be able to give her some language that would at least begin to answer 
that . 

And then, you know, we knew that, as we often do in response to 
a violent, you know, distressing worldly appalling moment, we knew that 
she would want to say something that reiterated our values, our purpose, 
our, you know, continuing on our mission, how we won't be swayed by 
this. So there were sort of, I guess, units, if that makes sense, of 
what we knew this document, this speech would need to cover. 

We had a loose idea of how it would be delivered, which is that 
we knew that some time in the morning, so not too late in the day, she 
would want to go on camera, probably in the blue room at the State 
Department which is where she often does statements. And we knew it 
should be pretty short. I don't know if that's helpful, but that's 
sort of -- 

Q No, no, it's very helpful. Thank you. So you knew 
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that -- did you know she planned to go on camera the next monningj or 
was that just something that you expect that she would do? 

A I don't know the answer to that. I'm not sure if we knew 
that for sure or if we assumed that she would want to. 

Q Where was Mr. in this process that night? 

A He really wasn't a part of this process that night. I'm 

not -- I don't know if he knew that we were gathering like that. He 
may have. I wasn't in contact with him that day -- that night. 

Q With regard to the^ to use your term, the unit of the speech 

that explained to the American people what had happened in Benghazi. 
How did you all go about collecting the information to answer that 
question? 

A That is such a great question because so many of the facts 
of the matter were like -- were very foggy at that moment. Often, in 
a circumstance like that, we would be getting the information from our 
people on the ground, but obviously, in this circumstance, it was 
impossible to get information from them because they were under attack. 

So we wanted to write something that was, you know, safe, that 
we could have confidence in without going too far into any details that 
would turn out to be -- perhaps that would turn out to be wrong. We 
didn't want, as ever, never want to give her something that's wrong. 

So I looked at the final text since then, and I think, if I recall, 
it's pretty -- it's actually fairly generic, which is just what happens 
in a circumstance like this. There's just not a lot that we could 
assert with total certainty. So we stuck with what we felt like we 
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could safely assent^ that oun compound was attacked by, I think we 
described them as heavily armed militants, which I believe -- I mean, 
that is like a fairly safe phrase, you know. 

They were clearly armed, and they were -- anyone who attacks an 
American facility is a militant, so that was sort of how we settled 
on that, lust what can we have confidence in. 

Q And we'll get into that statement in more detail later. So 

is it fair to say that you were not relying on anything that was being 
reported in the open source media? 

A Well, I would say relying -- I don't think -- no. We were 
not relying on anything reported in the open source media, by which 
I mean we wouldn't see something reported in CNN or New York Times and 
say great, and cut and paste and put it in a document for her, absolutely 
not. Having said that, we were certainly following what was being 
reported in the open source media. 

Q Sorry. Did you finish your answer? 

A No, because -- 

Q Go on. 

A Because you know, that was helpful. 

Q Okay. Did you speak to anybody in the Ops Center that night 

about what was going on, because my understanding is that there were 
communications going back and forth between the United States and 
Benghazi, United States and Tripoli? 

A Yeah. 

Q Did you speak to anybody either in the DS command center 
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to the Ops Center that night? 

A No. 

Q Did you speak to anybody -- and this is again about what 
happened in Benghazi. Did you speak to anybody in the NEA bureau about 
what had happened in the attacks? 

A I don't recall speaking to anyone in the NEA bureau. 

Q Is that something you would have done? I mean, you talked 
earlier about the process. If you're writing a speech about China, 
you go to -- 

A Right. 

Q -- the China experts and ask them. I mean, did that happen 

that night with regard to Libya? 

A No, I don't think so. I don't recall any conversation with 
anyone from -- no. 

Q All right. So let's just try to circumscribe the sources 
of information you three had that night. Obviously you had access to 
your State Department email? 

A Right. 

Q So whatever was in those emails is, you know, that was in 
those emails. We talked about the open source reporting. Were there 
any individuals that you spoke to either within the State Department 
or outside the State Department about what had occurred? 

A So just putting it -- to add one thing. In terms of State 
Department emails, I don't recall what emails I received that night. 
Hopefully there is a record of them. But my guess is that we probably 



36 


36 

were getting some information from people who were just sending us 
things, either us specifically, the speech writers, or that perhaps 
we were on a distribution list, I don't know. But I wouldn't be 
surprised if it turned out that, you know, in addition to an Ops Alert, 
perhaps we got some sort of an update maybe from NEA, maybe from -- I 
don't know. I don't know who else. 

Q I mean, at this point -- 

A I don't want to foreclose the possibility that there was 

more information coming at us. 

Q Right. 

A If that makes sense. 

Q The record of what emails you received is the record, 
whatever that is? 

A Right. 

Q lust sitting here today, you can't recall any specifics? 

A Not a one. 

Q With regard to speaking to anybody, do you recall speaking 
to anybody that night? 

A lake Sullivan is probably -- that's the only person I can 
think of, outside of that room. 

Q When you had your conversation --or let me ask you. Was 
it one conversation or multiple? 

A Well, he joined us. I don't know if we spoke on the phone 
before he joined us. 

Q He joined you in person? 
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A Yes. He came to office -- apartment. 

Q Apartment. At what point in the evening did Mr. Sullivan 
show up; do you recall? 

A It was sometime after we got there, so my guess it was after 
midnight . 


Q Was he alone? 

A Yes . 

Q What if anything did he bring with him? 

A I don't think he brought anything. 

Q No laptop, no briefcase, no files, no nothing? 

A No. His Blackberry. 

Q How long was he there, if you recall? 

A He stayed with us until we were finished, so we all left 
together, whenever that was. 

Q And prior to him showing up, I assume you knew he was coming? 

A I probably did know that he was coming. I don't remember 
being surprised when he showed up. 

Q All right. So I'm just trying to understand. If Mr. 
the head of that department wasn't -- seems that maybe he wasn't 
involved, maybe he didn't even know about it, the three of you got 
together and decided to meet. Was that at Mr. Sullivan's suggestion 
or did you reach out to him and invite him to the -- 

A Right. 

Q -- working group? 

A So I don't remember the exact chain of events here. You 
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knowj I don't nememben exactly how that happened. I don't know 
why -- who called originally and said something's 

happening^ we think it could be very badj we think Chris could be deadj 
you guys should write something. 

I'm not sure who made that call to him. I'm not sure when -- if 
I told lake at some point separately^ hey^ I 'm on my way to 
I may have. lake was our boss. We had worked together very^ very 
closely for many yearSj for several years at this pointy so it would 
have certainly been natural to say we're working on thiSj let us know 
if you need anything, or whatever, just to keep him in the loop as to 
the fact that someone was taking care of this, you know, certainly 
compared to everything else that was happening that night, this 
comparatively very small piece of what was happening, but you know, 
something that needed to get done. Having said all that, I don't 
remember for sure. 

Mr. Su . So I am going to give you this advice, which is what Craig 
wants to know is what your recollection is. 


Ms. 


Right. 

Mr. Su . He understands that you are not --by saying that you 
do not recall a specific event, that you're not necessarily foreclosing 
other possibilities, so -- 


Ms. 


Right. 

Mr. Su. So I'll deign to speak for Craig. He's just asking for 
your recollection. So don't feel like, if you cannot recall a 
particular event, that what he's going to take from that, well, then 
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is foreclosing any other possibility. 

Ms. Right. 

Mr. Su . I don't think he's taking that position. He just wants 
to know what you specifically recall. 

Mr. Missakian . I couldn't have said it better myself. That's 

fair. 

Ms. Thank you. Thank you. 

BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 


Q Okay. So let's go back to Mr. Sullivan a little bit and 
finish off with him. Now, my understanding is that the State 
Department issued a statement at around 10 o'clock the night of the 
attacks, and I'm sure you're aware of that statement as you sit here 
today, but what I'm asking you is the night of the 11th when you were 
at Mr. apartment, were you aware that that statement had 

gone out? 

A I don't remember. 

Q Do you recall, when Mr. Sullivan got there, he had a copy 
of that statement? In other words, I mean, think of it in this context. 
He walks in, this is what we put out, let's get to work on the longer 
piece. Do you remember anything like that? 

A I don't. 

Q Okay. Well, as best you can recall, just take us through 
the evening before Mr. Sullivan got there, and then we'll go into after 
he got there? 

A Well, there's not that much of a difference between before 
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and after. I meanj pant of my answer is that, you know, writing a 

speech, I mean, I'm like pulling back the curtain on how to write a 

speech. It's like a very haphazard situation. There's no clear 
process . 

We all started thinking out loud, you know, this would be a nice 
phrase, maybe she should say this. I can write a little bit about 

Chris. Let's find out a little bit more about the other guys if we 

can. Do we know who they are. Has it been confirmed. So it's just 
like a narrative conversational process. 

I don't think that changed much once lake got there. He certainly 
would have known more than we did about what was happening just by the 
nature of his work, but we just kind of kept that process going until 
there is a page-and-a-half written. 

Q I'm sure you're aware that one of the possible motivations 

of what had occurred in Cairo was the video that was put out on YouTube. 
Now, prior to going to Mr. apartment, do you recall being 

aware of that video? 

A Yes . 

Q How did you become aware of it? 

A I don't remember. 

Q What do you recall about the video? Again, this is back 

then . 

A Right. 

Q Not now. 

A Well, I remember that the Egyptian television, I believe. 
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played it or played segments of it on the national Egyptian TV. I 
believe that was before the protest. I believe that is what triggered 
the protest. I haven't seen the video. My understanding of what it 
contains is some pretty ugly depictions of the Prophet Muhammad in 
pretty ugly situations. 

Q Do you recall having any information that connected the 
video to what occurred in Benghazi prior to getting to Mr. 
apartment? 

A I do not. 

Q Nowj was there a draft of the speech that would be done prior 
to Mr. Sullivan getting there that night? 

A No. Wellj actually I don't really remember but almost 
certainly not because I think it took as long as it took. I think it 
took awhile. 

Q Sorry. 

A NOj of course. 

Q I've got to try harder. Do you remember who physically 

typed the speech that you three were working on^ you four were working 
on eventually? 

A I think we shared that duty. I know I certainly typed for 
awhile. I recall^ for example^ at one point saying maybe 

we should say something about, you know, our strength in the face of 
situations like this. He was sort of musing out loud, and I remember 
being like write it, don't just narrate it. 

Q What I'm trying to get at, and I probably didn't ask it in 
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the best way^ is would there be a way for us as investigators to go 
back and kind of piece together the chronology of drafts that were done 
that night by you four? 

A I don't know. I think that would be hard. I think it was 
just one document that we just worked on exclusively. I'm not really 
sure how one kind of forensically takes that kind of a draft apartj 
so I'm not really sure what you could do with that. 

Q So your best recollection is there was one laptop and maybe 
you all traded off typing on it? 

A That is my best recollection, yeah. 

Q As you sit here today, is there anything about the process 
that you recall that night involving anything specific that was being 
said about what occurred in Benghazi, anything that stands out in your 
mind now? 

A I don't remember if it happened while we were there or 
afterward, but I do remember there was a video taken by someone in the 
crowd that night that showed the Ambassador's body being taken to the 
hospital. It was incredibly upsetting, so I will never forget that. 
I think we saw that while we were all still together. It may have 


been 
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BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 

Q On the news? 

A No. It was someone had -- I mean, someone in the crowd had 
taken it and put it up, I think, on Twitter. Maybe I saw it on Facebook. 
It was on social media, and it was heartbreaking. 

Q And do you recall any discussions on the video and how to 
treat that video in the speech that you were preparing? 

A We definitely discussed it . I don't remember specifically 
what we said. I think whatever -- I'm sorry that I can't recite or 
don't quite remember exactly how we treated it in that first draft. 
But that -- how we treated it in that first draft would have been, 
obviously, the result of whatever conversation we had about it. 

Q Right. As you sit here today, do you recall anything 
generally about the conversation specific to the video that night? 

A No. Only that we thought it belonged in the statement. 

Q Do you recall why you thought it belonged in the statement? 

A Well -- 

Q When I say you, I don't mean you necessary. I mean you, 
the group? 

A That's a good clarification because I was just about to say 
I can only tell you why I remember thinking, yeah, that should be in 


the statement. 
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Q Okay. 

A Which is that I believed that it played a role in sparking 
the events of that night. And that any sort of conversation about what 
had happened^ and what has to happen now would have to be taken into 
account in some way. 

Q Okayj just so I understandj it was your view that night that 
the video should be referred to in the statement because in your mindj 
the video had played some role in the attack in Benghazi? 

A Yeah, in sparking them or triggering them or motivating some 
of the people that night. Yeah, yes. 

Q And so you were kind of going back to your point about one 
of the goals for this speech was to explain to the American people what 
had happened. For that reason you wanted to refer to the video. Is 
that fair? 

A Yeah. I would say that's fair. 

Q And as best you can, could you just tell us what you based 

that conclusion on, or that opinion that the video somehow sparked what 
occurred in Benghazi? 

A Well, at the time it seems like the commonsense conclusion. 
You know, there was this incident happening in the same -- not far from 
Benghazi, just a few countries to the -- well, shoot, one country to 
the east. God, I'm failing on the geography -- a nearby country, 
Cairo, Egypt, on the same day there was this protest that seemed -- that 
was similarly targeting an American facility, that similarly had our 
facility breached in this alarming way. And that seemed to be very 
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cleanly connected to this video since, again, I believe that not long 
before that protest broke out, the video had been broadcast on Egyptian 
news. So, you know, I was learning about what was happening in Egypt, 
and oh, look, the same day, something is happening at an American 
facility not far from there. 

So I drew the conclusion that it was probably for the same reason. 
And I don't know if it was September 11, or September 10, or 
September 13. I'm not sure, but that week saw protests, incidents at 
American facilities in a lot of places, in Hong Kong, in Australia, 
in Afghanistan, in Pakistan, Dhaka, and just in tons of places, and 
in Europe -- American schools in Europe, there was a Tunisian school 
that was bombed, an American school in Tunis. 

And many of those protests, were reported for what that's worth, 
were reported as being connected to the video, so I guess like the 
gestalt of these incidents seemed to involve the video. So I drew the 
conclusion, I guess, that what had happened in Benghazi was like that, 
was like those events. 

Q Yeah, I understand. I understand, but what I really want 
to focus on, again, the circumscribing information you had had that 
night. Some of the protests you just referred to occurred after 
September 11 -- 

A That's right. 

Q --as you said. So at that point you have got the protest 
in Cairo, and nothing else, no other protest. So were there any other 
facts, other than the Benghazi attack followed the protest in Cairo, 
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that led you to that conclusion that the video spanked the Benghazi 
attacks that night? 

A I don't recall anything else. I don't recall any other. 

Q That's fine. That's fine. 

A Yeah. 

Q Do you recall anything that anybody else said in the room 

about the connection between the video and the Benghazi attacks that 
night? 

A I do not. 

Q Can you recall anything that anyone else said on the subject 
of the videOj generally, that night? 

A Well, I recall when we got to the section of the remarks 
where we wanted to reference and do, you know, deal with and quickly 
do away with the video, in the course of the remarks when she said 
that -- I don't remember exactly how it went, but she refers to them 
in the context of decrying people killing in the name of religion. 

Q We will get to that. You don't have to guess about the -- 

A Great. 

Q We will get to that. 

A I remember when we got to that part and we thought we should 

say something about this. You know, we talked about -- I wouldn't be 
able to -- I don't remember exactly how that conversation went, but 
that's a tricky topic to try to handle in a few sentences, so -- 

Q Why do you consider it a tricky topic? 

A Well, it's a complicated -- you know, religion, violence 
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motivated by religion j gosh, that's hand. So figuring out a way to 
have her talk about it in two or three sentences, is -- that's tough. 

Q And do you recall that night being aware that a group called 
Ansar al-Sharia had taken responsibility for the attacks? 

A I do not recall that. 

Q Do you recall hearing anything at that point about the fact 
that the attacks began at the State Department facility and then 
continued at the classified CIA annex? Did ou know that fact? 

A I did not. 

Q When did you learn that? 

A I don't know, but it was after that night. I know because 
I remember being -- I remember learning that and going ah, okay, now 
I see that. I get it. It wasn't that night. It took a little time 
before that became clear to me at least. 

Q Do you recall Mr. Sullivan telling the group anything about 
what he knew relating to the nature of the attacks, why they occurred, 
anything like that that night? 

A I don't remember exactly what he said. 

Q You are never going to remember exactly. 

A Yeah, that I'm not sure. 

Q If you remember generally. 

A The one thing that I believe we were confident of by the 
time that we were asked was that Chris was dead, and that one other 
person was dead and we knew who that person was; this guy named Sean 
Smith. I'm pretty sure that came from lake. I don't know where else 
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we would have learned that. 

Q Okay, all night. I think my first hour is up, so -- see. 
We can go off the record. 

[Recess . ] 

Mr. Missakian. Okay, let's go back on the record. Peter, can 
you just confirm on the record that you decided to forego your hour, 
and that you are going to reserve questions for the end? 

Mr. Kenny. Yes, out of respect for the witness ' time and the fact 
that we have additional witnesses this afternoon, we will be reserving 
our time for a second round. 

Mr. Missakian . Okay, thank you. 


BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 


Ms. 


we have talked about the one speech that you 
participated in drafting on the night of September 11 going into the 
morning of September 12. Were there any other speeches, statements 
that you participated in drafting that week. 

Mr. Su. Prior or after? 


Ms. 

attacks? 


L Yeah, that's a great question. Prior or after the 


BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 

Q Oh, okay. 

A Prior to the attacks, I'm sure there were. 

Q Yes, I'm sure there were. Let's focus on after that one. 

A So at some point, I don't know if it was the next day or 
the day after, it might have been the next day. President Obama came 
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to the State Department to lend his support to everybody. It was, 
obviously, a really tough time. And I put together some talking points 
for her to use while the two of them were going to be standing together 
in the courtyard of the State Department, kind of impromptu talking 
to everybody. And as I remember because as I was working on them, I 
could hear her already talking, and I realized that some signals got 
crossed and I was working on something that was never going to be used 
because the event was starting. So that was one thing. And then -- 
Q You know, before you continue, I think I'm going to make 
this a little easier on you. I'm going to mark this document as an 
exhibit . 


[ 


Exhibit No. 1 


Was marked for identification.] 


MY MR. MISSAKIAN: 


Q It is a compilation of what we believe to be the statements 
the Secretary made on the subject of Benghazi -- 

A Great. 

Q --in the days and weeks after the attack. So it might be 
easier for you to look at this specific statement and tell us whether 
you participated or not. 

A Perfect. 

Q So I will mark this document as exhibit 1 to the transcribed 
of 

Mr. Su . And Craig, would you mind just -- is exhibit 1 a 
compilation that you all put together? 
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Mn. Missakian . No. 

Mr. Su . Okay. 

Ms. Thank you. 

BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 

Q For the recordj what we have marked as exhibit 1 , is a 
multi-paged document. The first page is an email from Jacob Sullivanj 
to H dated September 24j 2012. Below that is another email f rom 

to lake Sullivan also September 24j 2012. The document 
identification number on the first page is SCB0045474 through 
SCB0045498. 

Mr. Su. So what Mr. Missakian is asking you to do is to review 
the statement j and then tell him of days which you recall working on. 
Fair? 

Mr. Missakian . We will go through them one by one;. 

Ms. Okay. 

Mr. Missakian . Make it a little bit easier for you. 

BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 


Q So flip to the first page^ sorry, the second page. The 
document control number at the bottom is 45475. At the top, there is 
a heading: "Statement on the Attack in Benghazi, September 11, 2012." 
Okay, if you could just read that and let me know when you're done. 
A Okay. 

Q Do you recognize that statement? 

A I do not really. I'm sure that -- I don't remember reading 


this before, but 
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Q And do you recall participating in the drafting of the 
statement at the top of the page? 

A No. 


Q Do you recall discussing the content of that statement with 
anybody? 

A I do not. 

Q All right, let's drop down to the next one on the page the 

heading is : "Statement on the Death of American Personnel in Benghazi, 
Libya." Below that is the date September 12, 2012. And it goes on 
to the next page, the top of the next page. So if you could just read 
that, and I will ask you a couple of questions. 

A Okay. 

Q Do you believe that you participated in drafting this 

statement? 


A I do not think so. 

Q Do you have an understanding of who drafted it? 

A I do not. 

Q Have you seen this statement before today? 

A I don't remember seeing this statement before today. 

Q Okay. Let's flip to the next page which has document 
control number 45476, beginning about a third of the way down the page 
the heading is, "Remarks on the Deaths of American Personnel in 
Benghazi, Libya." And below that the date appears September 12, 2012. 

When you have had a chance to review that statement which goes 
on for two -- roughly two pages, let me know. 
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Go off the necond fon a second. 

[Discussion off the record.] 

BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 

Q Back on the record. 

A Okay. 

Q Is this a statement that you took part in drafting with lake 
Sullivan and the other two individuals you have identified? 

A It is. 

Q And let's focus specifically on paragraph 5 on the second 

pagOj the fifth full paragraph on the second page. The paragraph 
begins j "There will be more time later to reflect." 

And having read that paragraph^ does that jog your memory at all 
as to any discussions you had that night between the four of you about 
the video? 

A Actually^ what I'm noticing is that this language tracks 

with the language from the statement the day before. Actually^ almost 
looks like we just cut and pasted and then added a few sentences at 
the end of the graph. So I'm concluding from that that we said, let's 
use the language that was in the statement earlier when we got to this 
section . 

Q As your attorney explained, I don't want you to guess about 

that . 

A Right. Right. 

Q There may be a logical inference from what you ' re seeing, -- 

A Exactly. 
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Q -- but what I neally want to know is if just reading that 
now and seeing it on paper jogs your memory about any specific or general 
discussions you had that night with the other three individuals? 

A It really doesn't. No. 

Q Nowj if j in fact, what happened is what you described, that 
it was cut and pasted from the earlier statement, mechanically how would 
that have occurred? In other words, would Mr. Sullivan have brought, 
you know, a thumb drive that had the statement on it, cut and paste 
possibly. How do you think that happened? 

Mr. Su . Well, I think the problem with her answering that 
question is, as we noted, that was -- 

Ms. Yeah. 


Mr. Su . You don't have a recollection of that, right? 

Mr. Missakian . And if you don't know, that's a fine answer. 

Ms. I don't know. 

BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 

Q So as you sit here today, you have read both statements and 
they appear to be the same or similar, but you can't say one way or 
another whether or not they were cut and paste -- cut and pasted, I 
should say? 

A I can't say with certainty, no. 

Q Would it be fair to say that if they were, in fact, cut and 
pasted, that this is something that Mr. Sullivan would have brought 
to the attention of the group because you were not aware of that 


statement previously? 
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A Right. I don't nememben this statement. I don't know if 
that day I knew the statement had been put out a few hours earlier. 
I don't know. I don't know what Mr. Sullivan would have had to tell 
us by way of the put-out statement or if I knew that there had been 
a statement. I just don't remember. 

Q You can't recall any discussion about a prior statement and 
how to use it in this longer speech^ anything like that? 

A I really don't. I will say that if this had been put out 

already^ then it was on the -- right. 

Mr. Su . Wait for his question. 

Ms. Fair enough. 


BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 


Q I assume you were going to say if this had been put out 
already it would have been on the State Department's Web site? 

A Exactly. 

Q Is that something you would have ordinarily checked on your 
own without being prompted by Mr. Sullivan or somebody else to do that? 

A Not -- I don't have a regular habit of checking in on the 
State Department Web site^ but so maybe. Maybe not. I don't know. 

Q Anything else in the statement to refresh your memory about 
what was discussed that night? And by that night, I mean September 11, 
your meeting with the other three individuals? 

A Uh-huh. No. Not really. No. 

Q Have you had any discussions with anybody since the day of 
this speech about its contents, aside from your attorney? 
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A Again j I don't nememben any conversation I have even -- I 

have had since then about this. This was a really sad and upsetting 
night, so I definitely talked to my mom about it. I definitely talked 
to my dad about it. But I don't remember any other conversation with 
anyone about that evening. And I don't remember any conversation with 
anyone about this text, no. 

Q Right. We will get to the next statement in a moment, but 
flip to the first page again. I just want to ask you a couple of 
questions about that. The very first page. The first email from 
-- and I don't know how to spell the person's last 
name -- pronounce the person's last name. 



Q to Take Sullivan. The subject line is just: 

"Benghazi/Protest Statements Attached." And then Mr. Sullivan 
appears to be forwarding this compilation to Secretary Clinton a short 
time after it was received. 

Do you recall being involved in any process by which the 
Secretary's statements about Benghazi were collected? 

A I do not. I don't remember being a part of that, no. 

Q You don't recall ever being approached by Dacob Sullivan 

asking you to give us the statements that were put out on Benghazi? 
A I don't recall. 

Q Do you recall any discussion of that being done and if so, 

why? 

A I do not. 
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Q All night. Let's go back to the statements now. We are 
at the page marked at the bottom 45478. About a third of the way down, 
the heading is, "Statement on the Deaths of Tyrone S. Woods and Glen 
A. Doherty in Benghazi, Libya." The date is September 13, 2012. 

Do you recall participating in the drafting of this speech? 

Mr. Kenny. And just to clarify, I don't think -- you just 
characterized this as a speech. 

BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 

Q Well, I was just going to ask you. How would you 
characterize this? Is this a speech or a statement? What's the 
difference? 

A Well, it's titled "statement," so I'm guessing it's a 
statement and not a speech. And that actually does have meaning. 
Statement is usually written. And a speech is usually delivered 
orally. 

Q Oh, I see. Okay, fair enough. 

A Remarks would also be delivered orally. So, yeah. I do 
not think I worked on -- was that your question? 

Q Yes, do you recall participating in the drafting of this 
statement? 

A I do not recall that, no. 

Q Having read through it, does anything jog your memory about 
anything that may have been discussed about the Benghazi attacks? 

A Not really. 

Q Do you recall, we know that you took part in the remarks 
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on September 12. 

A Yes . 

Q Do you recall taking part in the drafting of anything else 
for the Secretary that week? 

A Wellj again, I did work on something for when the President 

was coming to the State Department. 

Q Right. You testified to that. 

A That may not have ended up being used. 

Q Anything else that you recall? 

A She spoke when the coffins were brought back to Andrews Air 
Force Base. I was not the principal author on those remarks. That 
was I would have been cc'd on them, and I would have 

read them, but I didn't write them. 

Q All right. Okay, if we go to the statement on the one that 
we just referred to, no recollection of participating in that one? 

A No. 

Q All right. Let's flip to the next page. The number is 
45479. About a third of the way down, and the heading is: "Remarks 
at the Opening Plenary of the U.S. Morocco Strategic Dialogue." Dated 
September 13, 2012. When you have had a chance to read that, let me 
know. 

A Okay. 

Q Okay. Having read it, do you recall taking part in drafting 
it? 

A No, I will tell you, I do not know who wrote this. It might 
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have been me. I don't know. Usually I can tellj but I can't tell if 
I wrote this one. 

Q Okay. Let's take a look at paragraph 4. It's the 
paragraph that beginSj "To uSj to me personally, this video is 
disgusting and reprehensible." 

Reading over that paragraph, does that jog your memory with regard 
to anything that was said or discussed about the video, why it should 
be included in remarks, statements, or speeches, anything like that? 

A No. 

Q Do you recall having any, just generally speaking, any 
discussion about the video with any of your colleagues in the Speech 
Writing Department? 

Mr. Su . In the week after the attacks? 

Mr. Missakian . At any point in time. 



BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 

Q Let's keep working our way through. Next one appears at 
page marked 45482, towards the bottom. The heading is: "Remarks at 
Reception Marking Eid ul-Fitr." I don't know if I'm pronouncing that 
right? 

A I think it is Eid. 

Q Eid. Thank you. The date is September 13, 2012. 

A Uh-huh. 

Q Okay. Do you recall participating in drafting of that 


statement? 
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A I do not. 

Q Or those remarkSj I should say? 

A I do not, thanks, though. 

Q You can take credit for it if you want. 

Now, keep going on the next page, there is a portion that's been 
redacted. These are statements by Embassador Aujali. Do you know why 
that would be redacted? 

A I don't. 

Q Now, then Secretary Clinton's name appears, and can you tell 
whether these are prepared remarks, or whether or not she is just 
speaking? Is it possible to tell? I assume they are prepared remarks, 
but I just want to confirm. 

A I actually don't think you should assume that. 

Q Okay. 

A Well, the fact that it's long, perhaps it's prepared. It's 

hard to tell. You know, the fact that she speaks and that she passes 
it to someone else and then speaks again, makes -- I think it's possible 
this was extemporaneous, but I don't know. 

Q But you do know you did not participate in drafting it if 
they were prepared remarks, or you can't recall? 

A I don't believe -- yeah, I don't recall working on them. 

Q All right. Let ' s keep going. Now we are at the page marked 

45485. In the middle, the heading appears: "Remarks at the Transfer 
of Remains Ceremony to Honor Those Lost in Attacks in Benghazi, Libya . " 
The date is now September 13, 2012. After you have had a chance to 
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review those nemankSj let me know. 

A Okay. 

Q Having read through it, do you believe you took part in 
drafting these remarks? 

A I do not. 

Q Do you recall having any discussions with anybody about the 
remarks that Secretary Clinton gave at the return of the remains? 

A I remember admiring the line that, "The people of Egypt, 
Libya, Yemen, and Tunisia did not trade the tyranny of a dictator for 
the tyranny of a mob." I thought that was a good encapsulation of the 
situation in the region, and I remember telling that I liked it. 
That's basically it. 

Q Okay. And now we are on page marked 45487. Towards the 
middle of the page the heading is, "Remarks with Mexican Secretary of 
Foreign Relations Patricia Espinosa After Their Meeting." The date 
is now September 18, 2012. Let me know after you have had a chance 
to review those. They go on for a few pages. 

A Okay. 

Q Do you recall having taken part in drafting any of these 
remarks? 

A I do not recall. 

Q Flip ahead to the page marked 45490. Towards the bottom 
two-thirds of the page the heading is, "Remarks with Indonesian Foreign 
Minister Raden Mohammad Marty Muliana Natalegawa I'm not even 

going to try that last one -- "After Their Meeting." The date now is 
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September 20, 2012. 

A Okay. 

Q Okay. Do you recall taking part in drafting any of these 
remarks? 

A I do not recall. 

Q Please flip ahead to page marked at the bottom 45495. At 
the top third of the page, the heading is, "Remarks with Pakistani 
Foreign Minister Hina Rabbani Khar Before Their Meeting." The date 
now is September 21, 2012. If you could read that over and let me know 
when you are done. 

A Okay. 

Q Do you recall taking part in drafting any portion of these 
remarks? 

A I do not. 

Q If you would take a look at paragraph one, two, three, four, 
five, it's the paragraph that begins, "Yesterday afternoon when I 
briefed the Congress do you see that? 

A Uh-huh. 

Q The second sentence reads as follows: "What happened in 

Benghazi was a terrorist attack and we will not rest until we have 
tracked down and brought to justice the terrorists who murdered four 
Americans . " 

Now, I have read through the other statements that we went through 
and to my reading, this is the first time we see the word "terrorist" 
being used in the statements that are part of this compilation, at any 
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rate . 

Do you recall any discussion about the use of that term in any 
statement that the Secretary was makings whether it be remarks, or a 
statement, or anything about what occurred in Benghazi? 

A I do not. 

Q So as you sit here today, you don't recall any discussion 
of whether to use that term or not? 

A I don't. 

Q And the last statement begins on the page marked 45497. 
This one, again, beginning about a third down the page, the title is, 
"Remarks With Tunisian Foreign Minister Rafik Abdessalem Before Their 
Meeting." The date now is September 21, 2012. And I'm happy to give 
you the spelling of all of these names, obviously. 

A Okay. 

Q Do you recall taking part in the drafting in any portion 
of these remarks? 

A I do not. 

Q I would like to jump ahead from September 11 to 
September 16. This is the Sunday when then Ambassador Rice appeared 
on the Sunday talk shows, and I'm sure you are aware of the controversy 
that followed in the wake of that. 

One, did you see her appearance on any of those talk shows? 

A I did not. 

Q Have you since read a transcript of any of those 


appearances? 
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A I don't recall doing that. I don't remember doing that. 

Q Okayj do you recall having any discussion with anybody at 
any time about Ambassador Rice's appearance on those talk shows and 
what she said? 

A I do not. 

Q Do you recall it being a topic of discussion within the 
Speech Writing Department in any way, shape, or form? 

A I do not. 

Q Do you recall, putting aside her appearance there on the 
talk shows, do you recall there being a discussion about what the State 
Department was saying about the attacks in Benghazi versus what she 
had said on the talk shows? 

A Do I recall there being a conversation about any 
discrepancy? 

Q Well, not necessarily a discrepancy, just comparing the two 
in any way? 

A I don't recall. 

Q So as you sit here today, you can't recall any discussions 
about Susan Rice's appearance on the talk show in any way, shape, or 
form? 

A No. 

Q Do you recall having any discussions with anybody about, 

you know, the controversy that surrounded the statements she made on 
those talk shows? 

A I really don't. 
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Q Do you recall even coming to the point in time where your 
views about what occurred in Benghazi and the attack changed from what 
you -- it sounds like you initially believed? 

Mr. Su . In terms of the video? 

BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 

Q Sure. We can say tie it to the video. It sounds like you 
initially believed that the video sparked what occurred in Benghazi. 
Did that opinion ever change? 

A It really didn't. 

Q So to this dayj you are still of the mind the video sparked 
what occurred in Benghazi. Is it fair to say? 

A Yes, I would say that I continued to believe that the video 
played a role in sparking those events. 

Q Okay, and you earlier on testified and gave us the basis 
for that conclusion. Have you added any additional facts to your 
analysis since, you know, September 11 essentially? 

A Well, there has been at least one comprehensive review done 
by the New York Times about a year after Benghazi about whether the 
video played a role and it concluded that it did. So upon reading that, 
my initial conclusion seemed to hold. 

Q Okay, anything other than what you read in the New York 
Times? 

A No. 

Q Okay. Thank you, I don 't have any other questions . So you 


guys want to take over? 
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Mn. Kenny. Let's just take a quick 5-minute break. 

[Recess. ] 

EXAMINATION 

BY MR. KENNY: 

Q So we will go back on the record. The time is now 12:37. 
Ms. on behalf of Ranking Member Cummings^ all of the Democratic 

Members, I would just like to thank you for appearing here today; take 
a just a quick moment to introduce myself. I'm Peter Kenny. I'm 
counsel with the committee minority staff. I am joined by our staff 
director Susanne Sachsman Grooms. And we just wanted to reiterate at 
the outset here how much we appreciate your willingness to come, and 
look forward to concluding this as quickly and as comfortable for you 
as possible. 

I just want to make this process easy, comfortable for you. If 
at any point in time you are not clear as to a question that I'm asking 
you, please feel free to stop me. I'm happy to either rephrase it so 
that you better understand it. 

We ended the last round walking through a series of the 
Secretary's statements that were made, and I think what would be 
helpful, at least from our perspective, would be to take a step back 
and talk a little bit about the context in which some of these 
statements, some of the remarks were being prepared. We spent a bit 
of time speaking specifically about one drafting session, I believe 
in Mr. either house or apartment. But I would like to just 

maybe ask for your -- ask for you to step back and just kind of describe 
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fon us generally what this period was like for you, how challenging 
the circumstances were under which you and some of the other 
speechwriters were operating. If you could maybe just start with that 
for us. 

A You mean when you say "this period," do you mean like this 
week, or -- 

Q Well, start with the days immediately following the attack, 
including the night of when you first found the first drafting session 
and through just the days into that next week. 

A Well, it was an unusual time. I can't think of a period 
of time that was like it during my years at the State Department. As 
those statements reflect, there was a lot of other business being done 
still during that time. And yet, in all of those statements and 
remarks, even if they were about a different country, whether it was 
with the foreign -- not minister, but the foreign -- the equivalent 
of the Foreign Minister of Mexico, or Morocco, or wherever, the events 
of Benghazi still clearly loomed large and found their way into those 
remarks . 

I don't remember a great deal about -- as I have explained earlier, 
comments I don't remember a lot about writing any specific remarks 
during that time. But there really was just this one thing that I was 
thinking about a lot, which, you know, this one -- this one night, this 
one incident. That was -- yeah, the very front of mind. 

Q And to the extent that you can't remember whether you 
participated in an editing session or a drafting session with respect 
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to a specific statement or a speech, it has been over 3 years since 
the attacks and I would just like to ask for your perspective on how 
or whether the passage of time has had some sort of effect on your 
ability to recall some of those specific instances or moments? 

A Yes, certainly. Thank you for asking that, yes, 
definitely. I remember actually very little about any specific day, 
or week, or set of remarks from that period, or, yeah, from a lot of 
my time at the State Department. I don't remember quite -- I don't 
remember a lot in terms of specifics or details. 

Q And you recall it may have been at the beginning of the last 
hour I had written in my notes, you referred to a volume of work that 
you and the other speech writers would have prepared for the Secretary, 
and as we all know, the Secretary operates in a very public role, so 
she would issue, deliver statements or remarks fairly frequently, is 
that correct? 

A Yes, often multiple times a day. 

Q And over the course of your tenure, do you recall about how 
many statements, or drafts of remarks or statements you would have 
prepared for the Secretary? 

A We did an accounting once after just the first year of her 
public statements, whether they were short or long, versus Secretary 
Rice, and Secretary Powell, who were the two preceding Secretaries of 
State, and she was almost double their volume. So at that point, 

I -- I'm sorry that I don't remember the numbers, but it was quite large . 
So over the 4 years that I was there, I certainly -- I wrote hundreds 
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of things. I may have crossed oven into a thousand on more. I wrote 
a lot. 

Q And sitting here today, if I were to show you a final version 
of one of those remarks, or those statements, would you be able to recall 
for us specific edits that perhaps you may have made to those? 

A Almost certainly not. I will go further and say that if 
my name weren't on the top of the draft, for most of them I wouldn't 
know if I had been the one to actually write the first draft. 

Q There was a discussion in the last hour about your belief 
of whether the video had played a role in the unrest in the region, 
to include the attacks in Benghazi. I would just like to ask, you know, 
there was quite a bit of focus on the video. I'd like to also ask your 
belief at the time to the best you can recall about whether you 
understood there had been a protest that took place at the Special 
Mission before the attacks commenced? 

A That is my understanding. I'm not able to tell you where 
I got that understanding, but that is my understanding of what happened 
there, yes. 

Q Okay. Were you aware of the initial assessment that the 
intelligence community had made regarding what had happened in 
Benghazi; that there had, in fact, been a protest before the attacks? 

A I'm now aware of that. I don't know where I learned that. 
I don't know if I knew that at the time. 

Q Okay. And if somebody had told you that the intelligence 
community had assessed that, would it have been appropriate for you 
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to second guess an assessment by the intelligence community? 

A No. 

Q Okay. Give me a moment as I review my notes here. 

Returning to our discussion of the drafting session that took 
place at Mr. house^ and I believe we established that that 

was with respect to remarks that the Secretary issued in the treaty 
room on September 12? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. You were asked some detailed questions about what 

information you had available to you at that time, what you recall 
knowing or learning at that time. And I would just like to ask if you 
have any recollection about whether you had an insufficient amount of 
information at that time on which to draft the statement that you 
ultimately wrote, or that you ultimately participated in drafting? 

A Well, "insufficient" is an interesting word choice. I 

mean, we had to write something. She was -- we knew that she was going 
to do this. We had a task which was to write something. So, you know, 
we didn't have such insufficient knowledge that we were unable to do 
our task. Does that make sense? 

Q Uh-huh. 

A We definitely did not know a lot of what happened. We knew 

very few specifics about what was actually going on on the ground. So 
we used what we actually did have to write what we wrote. 

Q And in terms of tasking, I believe you were asked about 
whether you recall receiving direction. But as someone who had worked 
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in the Speech Writers Office and had a few years, at least at this point, 
of experience drafting, was it your sense once you leaned that these 
attacks occurred that you would have to draft some sort of statement 
for the Secretary or participate in a drafting session for her? 

A My memory of what happened that night is that I, you know, 
learned in the same call from my colleague that what had happened in 
Benghazi had really spiralled far out of control, and perhaps people 
had died. That was the same call in which I learned that -- I don't 
know if it is fair to call it tasking so much as she is probably going 
to want to say something. 

Q So I guess that's maybe what I'm trying to get at. I'm not 
being as clear as I should. You have a lot of experience as a speech 
writer. When something like this happens -- 

A Right. 

Q -- can you anticipate that there would be this need to 
develop public remarks the Secretary to make? 

A Certainly. Having said that before that call, I don't 
remember knowing that things had gone as poor -- that things had gone 
so catastrophically south as they had in Benghazi at that point. So 
I wasn't, you know, scribbling notes or coming up with ideas for 
something that she was going to say. 

It was upon learning that -- I learned in the same conversation 
that things had gone very badly in Benghazi, and that we were asked 
to write something. So you're right that generally, if something bad 
goes wrong, or some breaking event happens, good or bad, you're right 
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that I can anticipate that probably something will have to be written. 

Q When I used the term "insufficient information" beforOj I 
guess what I was trying to get at is your recollection, obviously, 
appeared to be limited from that evening. And if there were remarks 
that were prepared in a drafting session you participated in, and you 
felt that there wasn't a sufficient evidentiary basis for making those 
statements, is that something you would have remembered? 

A Certainly, the idea of giving her something to read that 
we are not confident, is true. That's not an acceptable thing to do. 
You don't -- 

Q Accuracy is important in speech writing? 

A Of course, yeah. So if you don't know that something is 
true -- if I didn't know that something was true, I wouldn't put it 
in text for a person to read. 

Q Okay. And is there like a process that the speech writers 
would use in order to ensure the accuracy of speeches? You were asked 
a little bit about this earlier, but were there subject-matter experts, 
for instance, that you could reach out to either in the Office of Policy 
Planning or elsewhere in the State Department to review a speech to 
ensure its accuracy? 

A Certainly. I don't know -- certainly, on this night, and 
almost always, in fact, perhaps always, something that I wrote would 
go through a vetting process before it reached the Secretary. I can't 
recall a time that I ever wrote something and just handed it to her 
and she walked out and delivered it. That's just not the way it works. 
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So that nightj as with every set of nemankSj a team of people would 
read it and weigh in on it and vet it. 
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Q And would that team vary depending on either the urgency, 
the timing of when a statement needed to be released, or the actual 
content -- 

A Yes . 

Q -- of that speech? 

A Yes . 

Q So there was no fixed formal process for who the recipients 
would be in the vetting process? 

A That's right. 

Q And to the best of your recollection, did the statement, 
the remarks that you helped prepare on September 11th, did they undergo 
that vetting process? 

A They did. 

Q And you know that because? 

A I know that because, for one, I believe I was the one that 

circulated the draft to a team of people, senior staff members to vet 
it. And secondly, I guess I'm extrapolating, but she delivered the 
remarks. So -- I don't know, you know, who saw them beyond the group 
that I circulated it to. I don't know if anyone else in the State 
Department was included on -- 

Q So there would be emails to reflect that, though? 
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A Yes . 

Q That both the draft of whatever speech or remarks or 

statement, as well as the traffic relating to the vetting of that 
speech? 

A Yes . 

Q Or remarks? 

A I believe almost all of it would be done over email. It's, 

of course, possible that someone would have handed someone a draft and 
said read this, but it almost always would have happened over email. 

Q And you mentioned that it would be helpful to your -- or 
would have been helpful to you that you can recognize a particular draft 
as yours because your name would appear in that draft. Is that right? 

A Generally, yes. We have it like a heading that you 

would -- one would usually -- I would usually include on my drafts. 

Q Okay. You were asked a little bit in the last round about 
some controversy surrounding Ambassador Rice's statements on the five 
Sunday talk shows of September 16th. There has also been some public 
criticism of some of the statements made by Secretary Clinton. I would 
just like to ask if you have any sort of response to when you hear or 
see that criticism, that statements she may have been about Benghazi, 
statements you may have helped draft or write, that those are either 
inaccurate, or worse, that they may have been intentionally inaccurate? 

A Well, I can say with certainty that anything that I worked 
on was never intentionally inaccurate and that I don't have any 
knowledge of anyone that I worked with intentionally being inaccurate. 
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Certainly not. Absolutely not. 

Q Okay. 

A I don't have really much to say beyond that, I don't think. 

Q Uh-huh. It's been alleged that the administration had 

created a false narrative related to the YouTube videos specifically, 
that that had somehow played a role in the attack, and I'd just like 
to ask what your response is to that allegation that the administration 
created a false narrative? 

A I don't believe that's true. 

Q And can you give us a sense of what your basis for that belief 
is? 

A Well, I participated in drafting at least one set of her 
remarks about this, and we never heard or saw, or I don't -- nothing 
that I saw in that process suggested to me that anyone was doing anything 
other than trying to put together a set of remarks that was accurate 
and appropriate for this really difficult moment and that reflected 
American policy, American values, and that did right by these men who 
had died. 

So just at no point in any of the work that I did on this, on these 
remarks or just generally during that entire period of time, I saw 
absolutely nothing that suggested anything other than like total 
integrity about my colleagues. 

Q So at this point we'd like to move on, and I'll preface this 
next section just by remarking that this is now the eighth congressional 
investigation into the Benghazi attacks, and it's our duty to help 
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ensure that it's the last. 

We've been asking every witness about a series of public 
allegations that have been made since the attack, and it's our 
understanding that even where they've been answered by other 
investigations, our colleagues in the majority may still be pursuing 
these allegations, and that's why we're continuing to ask about them. 

While anyone can speculate about the Benghazi attacks, plenty of 
people have, only a limited population or universe of people actually 
have actual knowledge or evidence of what happened either before, 
during, or after the attacks, and I'm going to ask you about a series 
of allegations, and what we're asking for here is not speculation or 
opinion but just whether you have any firsthand information. And if 
you don't, simply move on to the next allegation, and there's about 
a dozen of these, so just please I'd just ask and appreciate your 
patience and bear with me. 

First, it has been alleged that Secretary of State Clinton 
intentionally blocked military action on the night of the attacks. One 
Congressman has speculated that Secretary Clinton told Leon Panetta 
to stand down, and this resulted in the defense department not sending 
more assets to help in Benghazi. Do you have any evidence that 
Secretary of State Clinton ordered Secretary of Defense Panetta to 
stand down on the night of the attacks? 

A I do not. 

Q Do you have any evidence that Secretary of State Clinton 
issued any kind of order to Secretary of Defense Panetta on the night 
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of the attacks? 

A I do not. 

Q Next. It has been alleged that Secretary Clinton 
personally signed an April 2012 cable denying security to Libya. The 
Washington Post Fact Checker evaluated this claim and gave it Four 
Pinocchios, its highest award for false claims. Do you have any 
evidence that Secretary Clinton personally signed an April 2012 cable 
denying security resources to Libya? 

A I do not. 

Q Do you have any evidence that Secretary Clinton was 
personally involved in providing specific instruction on day-to-day 
security resources in Benghazi? 

A I do not. 

Q It has been alleged that Secretary Clinton misrepresented 
or fabricated intelligence on the risk posed by Qadhafi to his own 
people in order to garner support for military operations in Libya in 
spring 2011. Do you have any evidence that Secretary Clinton 
misrepresented or fabricated intelligence on the risk posed by Qadhafi 
to his own people in order to garner support for military operations 
in Libya in spring 2011? 

A I do not. 

Q It has been alleged that the U.S. mission in Benghazi 
included transferring weapons to Syrian rebels or to other countries. 
A bipartisan report issued by the House Permanent Select Committee on 
Intelligence found that, quote, "the CIA was not collecting and 
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shipping arms from Libya to Syria/' close quote, and that they found, 
quote, "no support for this allegation," close quote. 

Do you have any evidence to contradict the House Intelligence 
Committee's bipartisan report finding that CIA was not shipping arms 
from Libya to Syria? 

A I do not. 

Q Do you have any evidence that U.S. facilities in Benghazi 
were being used to facilitate weapons transfers from Libya to Syria 
or any other foreign country? 

A I do not. 

Q A team of CIA security personnel was temporarily delayed 

from departing the Annex to assist the Special Mission Compound on the 
night of the attack, and there have been a number of allegations about 
the cause and the appropriateness of that delay. The House 
Intelligence Committee issued a bipartisan report concluding that the 
team was not ordered to, quote, "stand down," close quote, but instead 
there were tactical disagreements on the ground over how quickly to 
depart. 

Do you have any evidence that would contradict the House 
Intelligence Committee's finding that there was no stand down order 
to CIA personnel? 

A I do not. 

Q Putting aside whether you personally agree with the 
decision to delay temporarily or think that it was the right decision, 
do you have any evidence that there was a bad or improper 
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decision -- reason, behind the temponany delay of the CIA security 
personnel who departed the Annex to assist the Special Mission 
Compound? 

A I do not. 

Q Concern has been raised by one individual that in the course 
of producing documents to the Accountability Review Board, damaging 
documents may have been removed or scrubbed out of that production. 
Do you have any evidence that anyone at the State Department removed 
or scrubbed damaging documents from the materials that were provided 
to the ARB? 

A I don't. 

Q Do you have any evidence that anyone at the State Department 
directed to anyone else at the State Department to remove or scrub 
damaging documents from the materials that were provided to the ARB? 

A I don't. 

Q Let me ask these questions also for documents provided to 
Congress. Do you have any evidence that anyone at the State Department 
removed or scrubbed damaging documents from the materials that were 
provided to Congress? 

A I do not. 

Q It has been alleged that CIA Deputy Director Michael Morell 

altered unclassified talking points about the Benghazi attacks for 
political respects and that he then misrepresented his actions when 
he told Congress that the CIA faithfully performed our duties in 
accordance with the high standards of objectivity and nonpartisanship. 
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Do you have any evidence the CIA Deputy Director Michael Morell gave 
false or intentionally misleading testimony to Congress about the 
Benghazi talking points? 

A I do not. 

Q Do you any evidence that CIA Deputy Director Morell altered 
the talking points provided to Congress for political reasons? 

A I don't. 

Q It has been alleged that Ambassador Susan Rice made an 
intentional misrepresentation when she spoke on the Sunday talk shows 
about the Benghazi attacks. Do you have any evidence that Ambassador 
Rice intentionally misrepresented facts about the Benghazi attacks on 
the Sunday talk shows? 

A I don't. 

Q It has been alleged that the President of the United States 
waSj quote, "virtually AWOL as Commander in Chief," close quote, on 
the night of the attack, and that he was, quote, missing in action, 
close quote. Do you have any evidence to support the allegation that 
the President was virtually AWOL as Commander in Chief or missing in 
action on the night of the attacks? 

A I do not. 

Q It has been alleged that a team of four military personnel 
at Embassy Tripoli on the night of the attacks were considering flying 
on second plane to Benghazi were ordered by their superiors to stand 
down, meaning cease all operations. Military officials have stated 
that those four individuals were ordered to, quote, "remain in place," 
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close quotej in Tripoli to provide security and medical assistance in 
their current location. 

A Republican staff report issued by the House Armed Services 
Committee found that, quote, "there was no stand down order issued to 
U.S. military personnel in Tripoli who sought to join the fight in 
Benghazi," close quote. Do you have any evidence to contradict the 
conclusion of House Armed Services Committee that there was, quote, 
"no stand down order issued to U.S. military personnel in Tripoli who 
sought to join the fight in Benghazi," close quote? 

A I do not. 

Q Almost there. 

A Okay. 

Q It has been alleged that the military failed to deploy 

assets on the night of the attack that would have saved lives . However, 
former Republican Congressman Howard "Buck" McKeon, former chairman 
of the House Armed Services Committee conducted a review of the attacks 
after which he stated, quote, "given where the troops were, how quickly 
the thing all happened, and how quickly it dissipated, we probably 
couldn't have done more than we did" close quote. 

Do you any evidence to contradict Congressman McKeon 's 
conclusion? 

A I don't. 

Q Do you have any evidence that the Pentagon had military 

assets available to them on the night of the attacks that could have 
saved lives but that Pentagon leadership intentionally decided not to 
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deploy? 

A I don't. 

Q And with thatj we'll go off the record. 

[Recess . ] 

Mr. Missakian . Let's go back on the record. 

I'm going to mark a second copy of exhibit 1 as exhibit 2. 


[ 


Exhibit No. 2 


Was marked for identification.] 


Mr. Missakian. And Ms. 


L I'd simply like you to flip to 


the statement that you helped draft on September 11 and September 12 
with the other individuals you identified and just put your initials 
next to that statement so the record is clear about which statement 
we were referring to and which statement you were referring to. 


Ms. 


Of course. Thank you. 


Mr. Su . And just so I understand the purpose of this exercise. 
By Ms. placing her initials next to the statement j it is 

basically and only a confirmation that this is the statement that we 
have been talking about that she worked on on the night of September 
11th and then^ or early morning of September 12th; is that fair? 
Mr. Missakian . Yes. 

Mr. Su . Okay. 

BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 


Q Is that correct? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay, lust so the record is accurate. That statement 
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begins on the page marked 45476 and continues to page 45478. 

Ms. I thought I heard you say that you had circulated a 

draft of that statement on the evening of September 11, morning of 
September 12th. Now, you recall doing that? 

A I do, yes. 

Q Okay. You did that by email? 

A I did. 

Q I don't recall having seen that email, maybe I just missed 
it, but do you recall who you sent it to? 

A I don't. Specifically, I don't, no. 

Q What's your best estimate of who you would have sent it to 

that night knowing that Mr. Sullivan was in the room with you when it 
was drafted? 

A I would say the kind of core senior staff, so that would 
be lake, Cheryl Mills. Probably Victoria Nuland as our spokeswoman. 
It would have been smart to include Beth lones, who I think was the 
NEA assistant secretary at the time, and maybe Phillipe Reines, who 
is also a senior staff member. This is my best guess. Not a big group. 

Q I understand. Do you recall receiving any comments about 
the draft? 

A I don't. 

Q Do you recall having any phone calls with any of the 

individuals you just named about the draft? 

A I don't. 

Q Do you recall becoming aware of any conversations, maybe 




84 


84 

you didn't participate in thettij but conversations between Dake 
Sullivan, for example, and any of those individuals about the draft? 

A The one thing that I remember is going to work that morning, 
so that would be a few hours after leaving office, I 

went home -- 

Q A few hours after leaving -- 

A Apartment. So that was quite late that night. I went 
home, I took a shower, I went to the office, and I remember being in 
Take Sullivan's office that morning. I remember Toria Nuland sitting 
at his desk with the document, the draft up, and I think she was reading 
it. I don't know if she was editing it. And I remember Secretary 
Clinton walking in and thanking me, basically, saying thank you for 
working on this last night, I think it's very good. 

Q So at that point she had seen it? 

A Yes . 

Q Do you recall her making any other comments beyond thanking 

you? 

A I do not. 

Q All right. Thank you. 

I don't have any further questions? 

Mr. Kenny. And just so the record is clear, we believe that we 
have received that draft. 

Mr. Missakian . Great. 

Mr. Kenny. So we're happy to discuss -- 

Mr. Missakian . You mean the email circulating the draft? 
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Ms . Sachsman Grooms. Yes . 

Mn. Missakian . Okay. Great. Very good. Thank youj thank 
you, appreciate it. Off the record. 

[Whereupon, at 1:08 p.m., the interview was concluded.] 
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RELEASE IN 
FULL 


From; Sullivan, ./atrob i ^SuilivanJJ@state,gbv^ 

Mofldayi^S^ptembef 24, 10:17AM 
H 

Sub|«ct; Fw: Benhazl/pfotestit^tenierifs: 

Al;tasb tnents: Cpnl^ted: pfste^t' arid Benghazi .Stat:eWieft,ts.dpcx 


Attached is ftil! compilation, You never' said spoo^neous or charactefized the motives. In iact you were careful In your 
ftnst statement to say we were assessing motive and method. The way you treated the vld^ In the Libya context was to 
say that some sought to ^justify* the stta-ck on that bgsfs. 


From: Valiiani, Amira: 

Seutt jyibhday^ septe)t5her24, 2012 10:08 AM 
to; Sullivan, Jacob J 
Subject:: Senhsid/protest 

Attached 
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U.S. Deparimenl of Stale SUBJECT TO AGREEMENT ON SENSITIVE INFORMATION & REDACTIONS. NO FOIA WAIVER. 

Case No. F-201 5-04841 
Doc Mo. C05739812 
Date: 05/13/2015 


Oh in ^^Ohghazi 

n» 2912 

I condefflij (ii.e strongest terms the .attack on our mission in Benglmzi today. As we work to 

secure our personnel and facilities, We have confirmed that One oF our State. Department CdfiCers 
wag: killed. We are heartbroken by thia terribje loss. Ourdiou^tsand pi^eiis are with his faraiiy 
and those who have suftered in this attack. 

This evening, .1. called Ubyan President Magte'iaf to coordinate additjctiMfl support Jo protect 
AmefiGans in. IJhya. President Magariaf expressed his aondeimtion and eondolenees and 
pledged his gov auttent ’ s full cooperation. 

Some have sought tp jhsd:^ this viciaos hehavior as ,a respottse.Jo inflainniatoiy maMial posted 
on the Internet, The United ;Stetes d^lores any intentional effort to. denigrate the religious beliefs 
of others. Ouf eommitmentto religiQUs toleranee goes hack to tee veryhegiMning of outination., 
But let me be dear. Ihere is never ai^justifieadon for violent .apte of kind. 

•tn light of the events of today, tee United States govemm«it; is working With partner Countries 
around dte world to proteet our p^sonnelj our missitntSj and American: cte^ens ivorldvdde. 

Stetettteirt ontee Deate Amert<^ Pteltennirt m.Bengha 2 i, 

September 1 2, 2012 

It is with profound sadness that I share the news of tee death of four American persomieljn 
Benghazi, Libya ye^rday> Among them thiited -StateJi Ambassad^ to: Libya Chris Stevens 

and Foreign S^iee Information Management Officer, Sean, Smite, are '.still making next of 

kin:JK>tiJlcatlG!ra ter tee other two individuals. Our hearts go out to teeir faixiilies and 
oplleagues. 

A: 21 year veteran of the Foreign Serviee., Ambassador Stevens died: last night from injurtes.be 
sustahted in the. attack on oyr Qffiee in Bej^b^aa* 

I had tee prlvilege:Ofsv^^hg te Chris for hi& post in Libya only a few montes ago. He spoke 
eloquentiy ^out his passion fbr a^ice, for dipiomacy and. for tee Lit^n. people. This 
assigjitneiit v,%s only tee latest in his rnofe than two. decades Of dedication to advaiKing oloser 
ties with the people of the Middle iast and North Aihioa wiich began as a Feapei Corps 
Volunteer in MorocGOv As tee Gonfiict in Libya imfoldedv Chris was one of tee first AjrterJeails 
on tee ground in Benghazi. He risked his own life to lend the i Jbyan people :a helping hand tn 
bqiid tee foundation ter a news free: nation. He spent every day sinee helping to finish tee work 
that iKiotnrted..: Chris was commih.ed to-advancj.ngAmcrte&’'s values and interests-, even when 
that meant putting himself in danger.. 

Sean R:m:i:fh wa,s a husband and a father of twe, who joined the Department ten years ago. 'Like 
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Chris, Sean was one of our best. Pilot to arriving in Benghazi he .served in Baghdad, Pretoria, 
Montreal, and iriost recently The .Hague, 

All tlie AftieriGfins we lost ht yesterday^s attacks tnade the ultimate sacrifice. We condemn this 
vicious and violent attack, that took their lives, which they had committed to helping the Libyan 
:peop:le rcaoh .for a better ftitorcv 

Attieri.ca’s diplomats and. deveiopmcnt expert.?, stand' on the front lines, every day for o.ur country. 
We are honored by the service -of each and every oae ofthm 

ReniaHffi on the Dcaths of American Perspnnd in Benghazi, Libya 
^ptemher 1 2,. 2.0' 1 2 

Yesterday, oar U.S. dipldttiatic post iii Benghazi, Libya, was, attacked. Heavily afriied militants 
assaulfed the corftpdufld. ahd- SCC ftfci to diir Isaildi'ngs. Amerfbati Libyan seciiriiy peraonn[.el 

battled the attackers together. Four Americans were killed. They included Sean Smii a.Foteigti 
Service information management officer, and our Ambassador to Libya Ghris^ Stevens. We are 
still making next of Hn notifications for (he other two indivldiials. 

This is an attack, thatishauld , shock die conscicace ofpeople of all faiths around the world, W.e 
condemn in te strongest tenns this senseless :aet of violence, and we send our prayers to the 
families, friends, and. colleagues of those we’veTost. 

All over the world,: every .day, America’s dipkjniats and deVelopimeht experte. risk their lives in. 
the service ofour countiy and oyr values., because they believe that the United Slates mustbea 
force for pc^c and progress m the world, that these aspirations; are worth istrMng an.d sacrificing 
for, AJorigside our men and women in uniform, they represent the best traditions of a bold .and 
generous naliOd. 

In the lobby of fois building, the State Departmenti the .names of those who lave fallen in the Tine 
of duly arc ias.eribcii in marble* OUr hearts itftCak over each one. And now, because of tills 
tragedy,, wo have new heroca to honor land .more friends to mourn. 

Chris Sfoyens. foil in love, vrijh the Middle East: as .a young Feace Corps v.olunteoc teaching 
English in. Morocco, He joined tije Foreign Service, .learned languages, wpn fri.ends for Am.ertca 
in distant places, and made other people’s hopes his own. 

tn foe. early days of foe Libyan revolution, tasked Chris to beour envoy to the rebel opposition. 
Ho at¥rv«l on a cargo ship in the port of Benghas;! Bild began, building Our relatlon^ips with 
Libya:’ s .revolUtiQnaries . He itisked his life to stop a ty rant, then gave Ms life tryiiigTo help build a 
better Libya. The world .needs ttibre Chris Stevehses. I spoke with his sister, jAnn,; tliib morning, 
and told ber that he will be remembered as a hero by many nations. 


UNCLASSIFIED 
U.S, Departmenl of Slate 
Case No. F-2015-04841 

Doc No C05739812 STATE DEPT. - PRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMM, 

Date: 0&13/2015 SUBJECT TO AGREEMENT ON SENSITIVE INFORMATION S REDACTIONS. NO FOIA WAIVER, 


STATE-8CB0045476 



89 


UNCLASSIFIED STATE DEPT. - PRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMM. 

U.S. Department of Stale SUBJECT TO AGREEMENT ON SENSITIVE INFORMATION & REDACTIONS, NO FOIA WAIVER. 

Case No. F-201 5-048-^1 
DocNo, C05739812 
Date: 05/13/2015 


Stm Smith, was aft Air PoTce veteMn. lie spent 10 yeai^ as aft. mformat ion manageiftettt bfficef 
in -the Sta© Deparnnesit, he was pc^tedatTlie H^e, and vsas.ln Libya on a brieftempoiary 
assignment; He was a husband tO: his wife Heather, with whom .1 spoke this morning. He was a. 
&ther to two yotmg children* Samantha and Nathan, Th^ vnll grow up being ptpud of the 
servi.ce their father gave to our cpufttry., s«^ice that tocrfc him ftom Pretoria to Ba^idad, and 
fmatly to Benghazi 

ITie mission that drew Chris and Seait: and their colleagues; to Libya is both noble and necessary, 
and we atid.ihe people of Ubya honor their .memary by carting it; forward, This 13 not easy. 
Today, many Amerleans are asking- Indeed, I asked.myself'- how could .this haj^en? How 
could this happen .in a countty- we: helped libemte, in a city we helped save from destmetion? 
This, quesrioh reflects justbow cQ:mplicatedafld, at times, how^onfoundifi^ the world, can be. 

But we must be clear-eyed, even in ouT: pief This wa§ ait attack: a small and savage group 
not the people <«r<hncmment of Llby^ Eveiywhere Chris and his teamwentin Libya, ina 
country scarred by war and tyranny, they were killed as tHonds and partncrsi At^ wte die 
attack came yesterday, .Ubyans stood and fough t to d^dend ourpost. Some were woimded,: 
Libyans carried Chris’ body to the hospit^ and Iky helped; rescue and; lead oilier Auj^ricans to 
safe^. Aftd.iast. when I spoke witft.tk President erf Libya, he .sbo.ngly condemned the 

violence and pledged every #fori to .janteot our people and pursue those responsible, 

llie friendship between our .cksiritfies, bOme out Of shared struggle, will not be another casualty 
of this attack. A free, and stable Libya Is ^ill in America’s mterestand security, and we will not. 
Uira .our badk. on that, nor wiH we rest until dipse re^onsible fbr these attacks are found and 
brought to Justice, ate working closely with foe Libyan, aufluiritfes to mavc swiftly and 
surely. Wd are also working with partners around the world to safeguard other American 
embassies^ ocmsulatesi and citizesds, 

-There vdll he. more time later to refl^L buttodayi.we have Work to do. Th^ Is no; higher 
priority than protecting our men. and women wherever they server. We are working to determine 
the pnsnise motivations and methods of those Who: carried oat this ^assault. Srane haw .sought to 
justify this, vicious behavior, along with the protest that took place at .our Embassy in, Cmro 
yesterd^, as a response to .inflammatory material posted oft foe Internet. America’s commitment 
to religious tolerance goes back to the veay beginning .of our narion. But let me be clear- there is 
no justification for thH none. VtO;Iene& like this is no way fo honor religion or foifo. Ami as long 
as there are those who would take, innocent.lite in foe.name of 6od:, the world will never know a 
true andlasting peace. 

It Is especially difBoult that this happ^ied on September 1 1 lt*s an annivemary that means a 

great deal to sH Americans. Every year on that day, we ftre reminded that oUr work is notyet 
fftilshed^ fo^ foe job of putting ah end te vwleut cxirerai;^ arid building, a sate and stable world 
coorinim But.SeptiembeT 1 1’’’ means eveftittoretl^n that. It. ia a day on which we remember 


UNCLASSIFIED 
U.S. Departmert of State 
Case No. F-2015-04a41 

Doc No C0573981 2 STATE DEPT. - PRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMM. 

Date: 05/13/2015 SUBJECT TO AGREEMENT ON SENSITIVE INFORMATION & REDACTIONS, NO FOIA WAIVER. 


STATE-SCB0tM6477 



90 


UiyOLMOSir-ICU 

U.S Department of State 
Case No, F-201 5-04841 
Doc No. C05739812 
Date; 05/13/2015 


STATE DEPT. - PRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMM, 

SUBJECT TO AGREEMENT ON SENSITIVE INFORMATION & REDACTIONS. NO FOIA WAIVER. 


thousafids: of Am&rf&an: th^ boitd?^ that eoane(rf all Amerfcans, wherever we are on this. 

Earth, ahd fhe valUfiS that see us; through evej:y'«onn.. Ahd now ft i,? a. day on which we will 
.remember Seauj Chris, and their eolleagues.. 

May Cod bless iheni, and :may God bless the ihousaiids of AmeriOans WDiktng in every comer of 
the world who make this counlry the greatest fome for peace, proapierityi progresa, and a 
force th^'has alw^s stood Tor human: digni^ - the greats force the world has ever kno 1 ^ra. And 
may God ogntinue to bless the Lfrjited States of AmeriGa. 

Thank you. 


Statement on the Deaths ;qf Tyrone Sr Woods andGlen A* Doherty iii Ben^isi, Libya 
September i;3, 2&12 

The attack on' oUf .dipjotnatio post in Bengltazfj Libya on Tuesday daimed the lives offbur 
Americans. Yesterday, t spoke is^jout tvvO:- Ambassador Chris Steyen.s and Informatioji 
Management Officer Sean Smldr. Today^ we also recognize the two i^Gurrty personnel vdio died 
helping. ftfOtedt their Colleagues. Tyrone S. Woods and Glen A. Doherty wem both decorated 
military veterans who. served, our countiy with honor and distinction. Our thoughts,, prayers, and 
detest gratitude are witii their Pamilles and ff lends. Our embassies cordd not caiiy on oiu 
critical work around the world without the^ service and saGrlfiCo of bMVh people like Tyrone and 
Glen. 


Tyrone’s friends and colleagues called, him. ‘‘Rone,’* and they relied on hjs courage ;and skill, 
honed over two decades ^ a Navy SEAL.. In uniform, he served multiple tours in Iraq and 
Afghanistan, Since 20 1 .he proti^tsd American: diplomatic pereonnel k dangerous posts from 
Central Ameripato theiMJddle East! He had the hand^ of a hcaJer as well as the afm of a warrior, 
earning; distinction fls a registered nurse' ^d cenifiedparamedie.. All our hearts go out to 
Tyrone’s wife Dorothy and his .three sons, Tyrone Jr.i^ Hunter, and Kal, who lynsbom just a.few 
months ago, 


We also grieve fqr Glen Doheriy, called Bub, and his family: his father Bernard, his moket 
Barbara? his: brotiier Gregory, and his igist^ Kathleen, Glen was also a fonnor'Navy SEAL find an 
experienced paramedic. And, he put his life on the line, many times, protecting Americans in Iraq, 
AfghatlJSlan, end other hotspotsv In the endj.he: died the way he lived ~ With Selfless honor find, 
unstinting valor. 

We condemn the attaek that took the lives of these heroes in; the strongest terms, and we are 
taking additional steps to safeguard American embassies, Consulates, arid oitizensi around the 
world. This violence should shock the conscience of people of all fhittis and traditions, We 
appreciate: the statemmtsi of support that hAVe poured iii, from atmss the region ^and beyond. 
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Pfeopis of coBscis^ce amd gpodwiti everywhere must slaiid together in these difficult days agmnst 
violeme, .]a^, and divisionv 

I am. movamisly proud of the men and woitjen who risk their lives evgacy day in the service of 
our connhy and our vaiuesx They help make the United States the neatest force fox peaces 
progress, and human dignity that the world has ever known. We honor the mmnoxy of oiir faUen 
colleagues by continuictg their work and (varying on the best traditloits of a bold and generous 
nation. 

Remarks at Opening IHeaary of the tijS.-Mo«>eco Diak^e 

September 13, 2012 

SECRETARY CLINTON: Oood inomu:^. W^i, let itie ^wlcome our friends and colleagues 
from Morocco here to the Bett|amin ,Friaaklih .Room on the eighth Boctf of the Stafe 
for this very important first sesaon of the U.S.-MorOc»o Sttategic M^ogue. Before I begin to 
a^reas the sigcdileance of this Straie^c Dialogne ;and the next step hi o'er long: relations with 
Morocco,; I want to say a few words about the eyents unibldihg in the World fodaj'. 

%e. are closely WEtching; wiat is haf^ening in emen and elsewhete, and we certainly hope and, 
expect Ih^t tberg: v^li he steps tafc^ to avoid vioileiice and prevent the escalation .of protesfe into 
viol^ce. 

I also wani-to take ;a moment to addre^ the video oirc^adhg on .the iMeinot that has led to.thcsc 
protests in a number of countries. Let me st^ very clearly - and X hope It is obvious - that the 
United. States OovejStmejitlnid ^solutely ftothij^ 10 do.with this video. We absolutely rgect its 
content and message. Anmea’^s <»mRiitment to reli^ous tolerance goes back to the very 
beginning of our nadt®! Aral as you know, we aife home to people of all religipmsi.inany of 
wbom oatno to this country seekhig fee right to exercise their own religion, Including,, of cour^, 
millions of MuaHms. And we have fee gx^fest respect fm: people of feife. 

X'o uSs to me personidiy, this video i« disgusting and reprehensible. Il apj^iars to have a deeply 
cynical putpDsei to denigrate a great xeligiQti and to piovoke. rage. But ^ Isald yesterday, th«e 
is no justification, none at all, for respondinjg to felii; video wife violence,. Wc condemn, the 
violence that has lostdted in the strongest temrn, and we greatly appi^oiate feat mmiy Musiimsin 
fee United States ^d around the world have ^ken out On this issue, 

Violeri^Jj we believe, has no place fn reSgitm and is no way to honor reUgion. Islam, like ocher 
religions,, respects the fundaiuerifel dignity xjfhwmuB beings, and it is a violation of that 
fbndamental digni^ to wage attaoka on innoceftts* As. lor® as feei'e are fensc who arc willrng to 
shed blood and lake innocent life in the name of reiigtottii feetiame of God, the world will never 
known true and luting peace- It is: especially wrortg for violaice^ to be directed against: 
diplomatic missions. Thcscare places whose veiy . purpose is peacduh to promote better 
undersUutding across couhtrfes and. Ah govsmfeohts Mv 0 .a responsibility to proteet 
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tho^s spaces aiid' people, because to: attack an embassy ts to attack the idea tbst we emi Woffc 
togedicTito bu5M understanding and a be^r future. 

N«3w, I know It Is for soifte- people fo uridersCand why tire Stales eaimot or doss riot 

just prcvent^thess kinds of reprehensible videos from e’l.'ef seeing the li^t of day. Now, I woiild 
note that tn tody’s world with today’s tecbnoiogies, foflt is linpQssible, But even if it were 
possible, our t»Un.try does have a long tradition of free expiessfon which is eashiined ia our 
Constitutioti and our Uw, and we do uot stop mefiyidua:! cjtlzess B'Onii expressing their views ijo 
matter Kow distastfeftil they niay be. 

There, arej of course^ different views ;arDund the world about the outer limits of 3 &ce speechiand 
free expression, but ithereishould be no debate about fhe simple proposition that violence in 
response to speech is not aocepteblev We all - whether we are leatfofs in go vetronent, leaders :in 
civil society or rellgioug leaders - must draw flw line at violence. And any responsible le^fer 
should be standing up: now and drawing that hnc. 

I vranted to begin with this statement, because, as our Moroccan, friends and all of you know, this 
has been a difEcult. week # the State Department, I very niuch appreciate, Nforister, the 
eondolences your government expressed to our Embassy in Bab^. And even though that feagedy 
happened .for away la Benghazi, we found, a remlrder of the de^ bovmds foat connect Morocco 
to the XJnited States. It was in the High Atlas Mountmns of Morocco that one of the Americans: 
we lost dlls week, Amfaa^adorC3iris Stevens, .foil in love with region, when hc served as 0 

Peace Cforps volqafoer there, that expi^Jenee set him on a decades-long e#eer of seirviee. So in 
the raemoTy of follen friends and eolleaguss, let us remind ourselv©? of the many ways in wlueh 
opt j u&i Qitr goveraraenfe but: tlie people of our two nations have worked, logger to build a betto' 
future. 

In many Ways, the United States; Looks -to Morooco to be a leader and a model. His Mi^esty King 
Mohammed deserve great credit for the 'WOrk' you’ve undertaken. In fact, after my visit; to Eabat. 
earlier this: year, I told my teanu: -‘We need tOf start a Strategic Dialogue with Morocco.-’’ No 
counhy lias been a -Mend of die United longer than Morocco.. You were the first, nation to 

recognize uS back in 1777. B ut we’re not satisfied' with simply having a frleiKiBhip that is 
lofigstandlin^ We want one thal is dynamic, ^owdng, lopldng fow^ the future. So let me 
highlight a few of the areas we should focus on today; 

On politicd reform, we have all scchremarlimble changes taking place across North Africaand 
the Middle Ea^. I eommeod Morocco and your govemment for your efforts to sfoy ahead of 
these change by holding fioe and fair elections,, empowering the eleefod parUaraent, taking other 
steps to ensure that the government; reflectsfoe will of thepei^le. Today, our political workmg 
greup will discuss how the United States can continue to stgiport your efforts fo translate 
eommitmetifs into actions. Because as we all know, democracy, real reform, require that people 
themselves feel the changes la their everyday livcst the eouils refoiTned, the government moi-e 
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open mid transparent, utiiversd hurnan rights Of all MOfoccans - ftltii Wofften aliko - 

.respected, 

■Pm especMly pleased hy Morocco’s commitments to :take on the detgiiy trouhiing problem of 
ohild marriage, We know that child brides mO' less likely to get mi education, .more likely tp face 
liferthreatenittg problems^particul^ly around, child birib and deUveiy, which uot phly 
shortchanges them but can. even rob them and their eomniumlies. of their lives and talents, So we 
want to encourage the govemment, aiid civil sodety to continue dtoirlmport'^t work together- on 
this issue. 

With .regard to die Western Sahara, the United :^tes continues to support efforts to find a 
peaceful, sustainable, mutually agmed-viphn solutioni UiS- policy toward the Western ;S'ahm:a' ha$ 
rernmned consistent for many years. We have made clear diat Moroepp's autonomy plan is 
serious, realistie, and credible, and: that.it represents a potential approach th^ could satis^^ the 
aspiraitions of thepeoplein the Western Srdiarato run their own affairs in peace and dignity-. We 
continue to support the negotiations carried out by the United Nations and hoi» parties can work 
toward resolution. 

With respect to the economy, our second TwrlangtgfOup vM fOois On vdiat more, can be done to 
deliver tangible economic benefits, Morocco’s economy is relatively healthy,, but you. face the 
same probjern: that is. now fmdpmic acc^s the^ wortd - pnempipyrnont is still too: high, especially 
among yopig people, 

That:’a why the United States: is providing :$l .5 miUionto support an effbrtto attract foreign 
investors, foster local, economic developmeaii: and combat, corrupticn across the region. And rm 
pleased to announce that later this year we will hold a Morocco business development 
conference here in Washington to. connect businesses fiom both countries. 

Today,, w© should discuss ways to bmld on all- of these effarts by increasing bilateral trade,, a 
particular goal of mine .since so much trade &pm Morocco goes ta Europe. I’d .(il;© to increase 
the amount of trade coming: to the United States, and also to improve economic impgration 
across North Africa, which could greatly benefit Morocco because of Morocco’s stability nnd 
Morocco’s very strong econornlc found^m<m:- The greater integration there is, the grater the 
benefits for Moroccans, 

Third, the artack in Benghazi this, week reminds us that securi^ remain a vital IssiKi. Through 
oUr Work together on the Ulobai Counterterrorism Task Force, the United States and. Morocco 
already share crucial intopnaticn and best praefipes, and 1 thank- Mbtocco for hosti.ng a Qiobal 
Counterterrorism Task Force workshop pp; threats in the SQUth,:Atlantio:next month. 
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Wis are also .qoiIaboratro.g ihrougb the peace Corps, and other agencies to help provTde 

Moroccan youth widi alternatives tp criminal and extremist organizations. And so we are 
partnering to help strengthen; hdoroceo ‘8 criminal jtistiGe system and law enforcement 

There will be a lot to discuss [ft the meeting today. And letmeaddf the United StaicS;g;reatly 
appreciates thsiooftSiruotiVe role iMofo.eco is playing on the UN Seewity Gotm:ail*.especiaIly yoar 
support ihr the effort to end the Violence and hlo.odshed- in Syria and. help to ttshw in a new 
demoCTade Ihtuie for tlmt Country. I cbtiiffterid Mofo.oso fox offetingtb host the. bed: mintsterial 
meeting cf the Friends of the- Syrian People, aftd wc look fbfward to continuing to work closely 
togete as close partners even after your term on the Seouiity Coimcil ended. 

Finally, our edtication and cultmal ties, are reason for much iosleferallon. This year marks tlwi 30"’ 
anniversary of oUr official prognim. to: fkoilitate Kjademle ewjhan^s and odter bonds between us. 
There are mote than 5,000 Momecan alumni of these programs. Two are with, us; today ^ Dr. 
Bmjel.lbun.atid Dr. Oiiaotticha - aihd we thank them. But among all isur work on this ftont, from 
preserving Moroceb^s historic sites to empowering youth, thefc^s one area I pariictilarly hope w© 
can focus on. today and receive your advice tmd. counsel - nam^y, tnterMth dialogue. 

In those tense end turbulent tiraeSj it’s more importent than, ever for people of different faittis to 
exchange ideas^ to build, understanding), to promote r6iigi.ouslolauiiee. ft’s.one of ftie great 
challenges of the .21 century? :and it’s one diat we must address together, 

So we have a lot of work to do, Minister, but our friendship runs long and deep, and.as the treaty 
our nations- signed, in 1786 says, arid I quote, "Trtis.ting m God, it will remain peirnaiient.” Pm 
confident that; we Will continue to solve ptoblems and produce results that make Our nations 
stronger, more peaceful, more secure, more prosper otis, Md also, contribute to doing the same for 
the world. 

So again, let me wclcmucyQUjMinlstWy ifsbeen agreatplpasure for .me. to get to know you, to 
work. with you, to be your colleague bilaterally, regionaliy,: and globany.); and also welcome your 
distinguished d.ei.egatton- 

Thank you. (Applause.) 

Reception iVtal'king Rid li.l>Rifr 
September X3, 2Q12 

SECREiTAR’V CLINTO.N; Good evening? and although I am many weeks overdue in saying. Itl 
Bid Mubarak, No matter how belated we are honoring Fdd and .the end of Bamadaft., this isa 
Cheriished: tradition here at the State Department. And I would like to thank all of you for being 
here, inciudiog the many members of the Diplorftatlc Corps. 
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Tonigiit» Qm gethering is more somber any ofm would like. Tbis comes during sad and 
diSi<»ilt.days for the State &(53ily. We test fcnir Amencans, They wei« good and 

brave raeru They wtae committed to tbeoaase of building,.a. brighter for die people of 

Libya. And we,ic{>ndemn, the violence in the strongest tensB^ the violence ^^nst our posts.in 
Benghazi in Egypt, and now in Yemen* 

The Libyan ambassador is with ns and I want to a moment to thank; hhn for the 

support that Ms go venmieal ■ and^ the Libyan people .have shown to the United States ih this 
tragedy, particularly die outoouring of f^ilngs of grief and loss because of die killing of our 
anibassador, 

Ambassador Aujali, would you mind sayinga few words? 

AMBASS^ORAOJALIt [redacted] 

SECRETARY CLINTON: Thank you very much. Ambassador. I know that that was: a very 
personal loss for yot^ as. it Was for me. P to the one who ^sent Chris to Ben^tozi dutii^ toe 
revohtooa.to show support be able to advise our goveriitoetoabout what we ooUld do to - 
bring fitsedotn and democracy and opportunity to the people of Libya. 

Reii^ous freedom and religious tolerance arc essential to toe stobill^ of any naiion, . any people* 
Hatred and violence in the name of reHgfon only poison, toe welL All people of faito and good 
will know that toe asltons of a smjdl and savage group in. Benghazi do not honor reli^mi or God 
in lany way. Hor do th^ spe^ for the. mom th^ one bilUou Muslims arowKl the world, many of 
whom have shown an outpouring of support during this dme. 

Unfortunately, hov^tj, over toe,iitet.24 homsi we have alto, seen violence spread elsewhere- 
Some seek to justify this behavior M a respcmsc to inflanimatcny, despicable material posted on 
the internet; As I said earl ief today, toe Unhed: States rejects both toe content and the message of 
that video. The United States depibres ^y intentiomd. effort to dteiigrate toe religious belief of 
others, Ai Our meeting earliea: today, iny eoileague, the fotoi^- mimsler of Morocco, said that all 
ptophets should be respectsd Mcau.w they are all ay rabols of pur humanity* tor ail hpm^ty. 

But both of us we^ crystal clear in tors paramount messager 'niere is never say Justiiieadon for 
vioteiit acts of tois kind. And we look to leaders around toe worid to strmd up tmd spCak out 
again^ vtolence, mid to tdee steps to protect diplomatic mtesiobs from aitaok. 

Think about it. Whett Christas are subject, to msults to their faith, and.toat cetlairtiy haj^ens, 
we expect tociu not to resort |o violence. When Hindas or Buddhists are sulyectEd to insults to 
tfcteitr faiths, and dtat also cartainly happens, we ej^eettoem not to resort to violence. The same 
goes for all faiths, incTudir^ Islam. 
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When ail of us who are people Df faith -arid I am one- fe^l thepmft«finsults, 0 .jf 
misuhderstondlng. ofdenigratlbn to whai We cherish, wemusf expect ouFseivea and otes not to 
resort to violence, that is a wivetsail staiidMtf atid expeetetioii, and It is :everyoM's ohlifatioH to 
meet that, so that we nsahf n» ditfciencEs, we expect iio less of ottrselveis thaB:«e;e*p4Cl of 
others, ton caoHot iesjxtnd to offensive speech wiBl vio:ltt4detoilhattf.begeffihE:m£ifeVit!letio.e., 

And I :so sttoiiglyheIieve that the great leligians of the world are stronger than any :teults. They 
have withstood offaiae.fot eentoties, Reftaintng ftom yrolense,: then, is not a sign of weakisss in 
one's faith;, It is ahsalutely the: oppaate, a sign that one’s ialfh is unstekable, 

So tonight, we inttst come together and reoonmiit ourselves to woihiug toward a ftitur.e raarked 
by OTderstandingandlaoBBptanoerather than distrost, hated, and feat. We can pledge that 
whenever .one person speaks put in ignorance .and bigotry, ton voices will answer, Tliey will 
answe?' leaQnndingly against the ptfense and the itisult, answering ignpranee with, enrightsnmcnt,, 
snawering teitred with tindetstanding, answering dariatess with light; that if on® person eonimits 
a. violent, act In the name of religion, nulllons wiii stand up and condemn it otu; of strength. 

In' tiineUike these, it can be easy to ds^ir that some diffireniSs are ifrecottoiWhle, some 
mountains too steep to climb;, we will therefore never reach the level ; 0 f tmderstaadiftg and 
p wpeftjness that we sect, and -whi ch I believe the, great tollgions of the World call us to puraue 
But that’s not what I believe, and I don't think it’s wh*t you believe: either here tonight. Part of 
what nmlces otir country so special tis we keep trying. We keep wotHng. We keep investing in 
our future. We keep supporting the next generation, believing that young people can keep vs 
:inoving forward in a positive diteetion, 

So tonight I think it’s important that, we talk aot.jast abort that bettertomtjtfow that we all seek, 
bat ,£tIso about some of the things - the r«al,ptaeticia, tangible tWngs that young people lare 
doing to help shape that better feur®. 

Two years ago in this tooto, at our Bid reception, we launched a program oajlcd {Jsnerrtion 
Change to lead, a gratoroots agenda of positfve engagemwt with, Muslim commmitiBs, And I 
asked thcyouni Moslim ifeadists in :lihe audience that night to be out unoffloial amiassadors, to 
help build persona! connecdotts, seek out partners in. other eourtties, And J ean reportto you. 
tonight they did not disappoint. In a few minufes, yon’rc going to meet some oflhe.se yoiuig. 
leaders, each with a powerful story to toil. 

The Generation Change network that started in this room now circles the globe, We am building 
an international alliance of young people who Want to drive change in .their own communities. 
They act Us:niehtors, spark. ttispeotfiil debates, simply offer words of .encouragement When 
needed. But KioSf importantly, they Inspire others to keep expanding the ct'm.lE of tnutual 
Uaderstaaiing atid respect, on® person at a time 
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Evgn aa we work, to spread lol^ance rhof © broadly, we also are Wdfkiing to ideepen our 
appreciadon for the ©jq^erlejices of ochers. Our 2.012 Hbare Agaiiist Hat© initiative encourages 
young people to. put themselves in another personas $hocs through Service projeUts, So far, young 
people from: all over tiie worid hay® pledged thousands of volunteer hours to help: people fipm e 
diffeionthackground, to see them a^i a fellpw-hurnan being, not a stereotype, not a.<MiC.baturfi, but 
another: .real iiv© person people who dori^t look like yo%. live like you, pray like you, but widi 
whom w© will ^are ;thi$ planet, Andtherefore, wehave work to jfo. 

People of faith and.eonsclenpe are called.to be the leaders of toleraaGe. In my tradition^ like all 
tfaditiotiB, We are expected to love one another. And togetlier, we have to hanskite: that into better 
iindefstemdifig arid cooperation. I’ni pattieularly pleased that.the young; people you will hear fiom 
tonight are really setting an example,. not only for young people elsewhere hi the world but, 
ftankly, forus who are older as well. 

Let me now eall to the stage :s 0 meone: who has been a tremendous assistance to me in these 
efforts. Farah Pandith is. the Departments first Speeial Representative to Muslim Cojiunundties. 
And from the beginning, has. mad© reaching out to young people iand civil, society her top: 

priority. Ffirah will introduce you to ihree young leaders who I am very proud, of. 

Rcmahkaat the Transfer of R^mtina Ccr^onyto Honor Those Lo^ in At^eks in Jf cn^nzh iMI^a 
•September .1 4,; 2012 

SECRETARY CLINTON^ Thank' you very much, Chaplaiii. Mr. Ptesident, Mt. Vide Pr^ident, 
Sfcdreta^ Pknetta, AmMssador Rice, Secretary Powell and Mrs. Powell, family members of the 
four patriots and heroes we bring home, members of the: Stare Departoent family, ladies and 
gentlemen, today Vi« bring home four AmerlOJttis who gave their lives for our countty and our 
Valu^. To the families of oiir fallen cQDe.agueSj .I off^ oiir most heartfelt condoleneesmid 
:deepest .gratitude. 

:Sean Smith j oined the iSferte Departm.ent: pjtpr six years in the Air Force. He vm respeoted as .acn 
expert 0 ,n technology by colleagues in Pretoria^ Baghdad, Montteah and. The Hague. He enrolled 
in .eorrespofldence^ Eourees; ai Penn: State and had high hopes for the ftiture, Sean leaves hehind; a 
loving wife Heather, im? young chfldrenj Samantha and 'Nathan^ and scores of grieving :&mily, 
fiendsj and colleagues. Anti that’ s just in .this world. Because online in the virtual Worlds that 
Scan helped, create, he is also' being mourned by countless competito'ts, eollabor^rs, and :gamers 
who shared Hla passion. 

Tyrone Woods.: known to most as Rone, spent two decades as a Navy SEAL, serving; multiple 
tours in Iraq and Afghanistan. Since 2010, he protected Amert can diplomatic personnel, in 
dangerous posts? .froiri Central America to the .Middle Basti He had til© hands of a healer as well 
'as. the arms oFa ■warrior, csmjng .dj^fmetjon as a registered nurse; and certified: p'aram'edic. Our 
hearte; go out to Tyrone’s wife: Dorothy* gnd his three :sons 1 yrope^ Jt., 1 {unter, and Kai, born just 
:a few months: ago, i4dngwithhis'gt:ieVm| Mi^^^ ffRlKts, atid:C0n&agUc8. 
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Ol^n; Doherty, whp we^tby Dub, was atso a former SEAL andian expefiefldedjsammedid. Hd tbo 
dJsci as he lived, serving his country and protei^ing hrs^ colleagues. Glen depbyed lo some of .the 
most dangerous places on Barth, ineluding Iraq and Affehanistan, always Jjattlng hlS life oh the 
line to safeguard olhet Americans. Our thoughts, and prayers are wdth Glen.’s father Bernard, his 
mother Barbaraj his brother Gregory, his sister ^afhfceti, and feeir gneying femilres,: fHends, and 
co,I{6agues, 

{ was. honored to know Ambassador Chris Stevens. 1 vra:ftt to thank:h:is parents end sibiin^', vdio 
are here today; for sharing Chris with us: and with ouf country., 'What a wonderful, gift you: gave 
us, Over his cfistingiildhed career in thB: Foreign Service, Chris won friends for the United States 
in fer-fiung places, fi'e- made those people’s hopes his owm Dutiftg Che revolution in Libya, he 
riaiced his life to, help protect the Ltb.yan.people from a tyrant,, and he ^ve hlS life helping theiii 
bgild a better country, 

People loved to work With GMs. And as he rose through.thb ranks,: they loved, to work for Chris. 
He was kitown not :only for his courage but for his smile goofy :b.ut ^conta#ous. - for his sense 
of fun .and thatiCalifOrriia' eooi. 

I.n the days since the ati^k, so many Libyans -including the Ambassador from Libya tp the 
United States, who is with us today - have expressed their sorrow and solidarity. One young 
womian, her head covered and her eyes haunted with sadness, held up a handwritten sign that said 
’•Thugs and killers don’t represent Benghazi nor Islam ’’ The^ President of the Palestinian 
Authority, who worked, oloscty widi Chris when he served in. Jerusalem, sent: me a letter 
remembering his energy and. ktegrily, and deploring - and I quote - “an m of ugly terror, ” 

Many others from across the Middle Bast and North, Africa lave offej^ .^nrilar sontiraents. 

This has been a difficuit we^ fbr the Stale Di^attmelft and for Our country. We’ve seen the 
heavy assault oh our po&t in Benghazi that took the lives: of those brave men. We\o seen rage 
and violence directed at American embassies o.v^ an awful internet video that we had nothing to 
do with, it is hard for the Arnerican people: to make sense of that becau^ it is senseless, and it is 
totally unaoceprable. 

The people of Egypt, Libya, Yemen, and Tunisia did not trade the tyranny of a dictator for the 
tyranny of a mob. Reasonahie people and responsible leaders in these countries need to do 
Everything they can to ^store securify and hold ^osuntable thoae tehind those violent acts. And 
we win, under the President’s leadership, ke# taking steps to protect oiir personnel afoUftd. the 
world. 

There will be mor.? difficult -days ahead,: buf it is important Ifet we don’t Ips.e sight;.Qf the 
flmd^ent.aJ: feet that America must keep leading the world. We owe if: to those four ,m.en tp 
<M>ntinue;thc long, hard work of diplomacy, lam enoimously proud of jhe TnOn and women oFthe 
State Deparftnent. ,rm proud: of all those acepss^ bur governmeiit, -civilian and military alike, who 
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repi^mt Aitjerica^lsi^ad. United Stateslhe gfe*rtest foit® for peaces 

pi‘ogr^» at\4 feamati dignity die wodd |ias ever known, if the last few days teach us rniythlag* let 
it be this; That tills work and the men and women who risk thelr.Uves to do it aie at the heart of 
what makes America great and good. 

.Sc we win wipe away our tears* stiffen our Sjphies, and face future undaunted. And we win 

do it together, protectins and helping oiie another, just 'like. Seati, Tyrone, Glen^ and Chris always 
did. May God ble^ theni and grant their femtiies peace and solace;, and God continue to 
bless the. United States of Araerida. 


Arid now, let me have the great honor of Introducing someone who. came to the State Di^artment 
earller thia week to .grieve with us. He well -understfuids and values the work that these men were 
doii^ fhr our cotmtiy. The President of the United. States. 

Remarks With Mexican Secretary of Foi^igii Relations Patricfe Espinosa After Their 
Meefii^ 

SeptemberlS,. 201.2 

SECRETARY CLINTONs Good aflemooi^ eveiy^onev And it is such a pleasure for me to 
welcome my friend and coTlea^, Secretary Espinosa, aloj^ vwth a very distinguished 
delegation of officials Sum the Mexican Govemmest for this continiiaitlon of ponsidtation at the 
highest levels of each of our govmiments. 

Before I turn to the matters discussed todays tot nre ^ve a brief update on the ongoing U^S. 
response to the protests in the Middle .Bast and clsewlMire. I’m sure as you know alrcadyi, we are 
taking aggressive sk^s to pmtect our staffe in embassira and consulates worldwide. That 
includes reviewing our security posture at every post and au^entjng it where necessary . And 
we ate working closely with the Bibyan Gwermnent in our eriwts to bring .to ju^e those who 
murdered om fom Aiueiican coUeagues mBe^^ 

The FBt is now in Tripod to Johvfoe iavestlgadom wirii Libyan officials* and there Is nothing: 
more important to us titan .ensuring the safe^ of our Americaa representatives worldwide. At the 
satne time, as ^ Mve said to State .Department employees, the ificideftts of the pa^ week highlight 
how important our work is. The United States must and. wiil-r eraain strongly in the 

world, Our men and women risk theirlives m servdee to our country .aid our values, because they 
know tiiat the United Stoics must be a. force for pea£» and progress. That hi worth striymg ^ 
saorii!citig,.for,. and nothing that happened last week ^toagea tiiis fondamemtal fact. 

MoWi tinning to our friends mid partners m.Mexico^ we arc always pleased to have a chance to 
discuss matters of mutual iiiteaest and' coitcerai. between us. Mexico is one of our closest friends 
as well ^ partner on dozeiis of critical issi^s. So we talkabo-Utev^. khid of issue you can 
;ifnaginej from education and healtlicare to poverty aUeviallQit to the onviroftmerit . But today, we 
foinrsed on a top priority for us .both ^ security. 
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W^e just oQ-ohalred the fo.urth RiccUng crflhe, U.^.-Mexieo IVlfetida High-Level OonaulMive 
,C!rrGup, lTiis is Jast one Ave wfllliold during M Caldefort Admittisftatiori. And I want to, offer 
fljy personal apprectariw to Piestdent Caidefoii and :td foreign S,e(a'etary BspihOsa for theif 
leadership and commitment to this partriership and to all. on both sidcS; of the ijOrdet in nur' 
gOyefttments who have.been deeply engaged and committed, to it. The .Merida, initiative 
represents an unprecedented level pfseeurity cooperation, between Mexico and the tjiuted States . 

As .our countries coidinue to deal- with- the. serious ohallenge of transnational ■criminal^ 
organisations, inGliiding thug traffiCket^i illegal' arrr^ trafiflckers, money teunderera, and violent 
gangs that threaten people on both sides of the border, v/e. well know tee is no quick and easy 
way to stop these oriminals and bring them to justice. But nevertheless, during the past now 
nearly four years»^)ur countries have coll^orated to an extraordinary and unprecedented degree. 
W.e have brought together policy makers and experts from across our governmente atid ssxlleties 
who have worked h^d in hand to keep our people safe. And I think the habits o.Fcooperation we 
have built are among our most imppriantachievernents,: and ^ vriU rely on diem; for a long time 
to come. • 

Today, ow: delegations reviewed tee gains we've made op; key pTis^itiess bcluriing improving 
law enforceraeut coordination, redu^^g the demand for drugs, podtenteing our border 
Inftastructurey strengteenjng tee ryle p,f law, and building, mote resnient and empoweied 
communities. We.also discussed thelcssom! wc’veTcarned and the woric that lies ah^ jn these 
and other areas, which our joint, statement reflect. I want to undertkiore how important our 
security relationship wite Mexico i&to the United Statesi 

The Oovemraent of Mexico and the Mexican people have faced tee^ threat posed by teese 
cr iminals with courage and resolve, and we remain Gommitted tb^ doing everything We .can to 
sigjpoft Mexico as it-continues to woik to bring those ;crimijiMs to justice. This Is a tKmsnatlonal. 
problem, and it calls .for a tfaiishatidtial solution, and the United States believes this; is a matter .of 
shared TesponSibility. That Was; tile .fiiSt mtssage 1 .b^ou^t as. SCjCretary cf State when I carnC: to 
Mexico^ and It continues to be thehallmaik of our ^forts together, M^ing sure ;cttjr people are 
safe and our neighbora flr.e safe is of the: utmost importance to us.: 

NoWi our two countries share many other priorities, and one of .them, empowering, women mid 
:glrls, was also addressed today. Wc took theopportunity^the Foreign Secretary and I, to sign. a 
Memorandum of U nderatanding between our countries to work togeteer to advance gender 
equality, empower girls, and :Women, promote their human .righte,; and «teaiico their security. 

Soiaiain,, Secretary Espino.sa, let me thank you far years: of work and effort-, for -our productive 
ponvoesates, in many places arouttd the world and again :tdday, and for being such a valuable 
icoH^gue and parteer. The United. States deeply, det^jly values :oUf relafionship with Mexieo and 
the ties of fandly and friendship that connect so many millions of our :pcnpla 
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And we look fomafd to the ■ftitupe. We fc^lieve sh'ongiy that presidojiM odiministfaiioijs .may 
change, decdong wih come and. go, but we have estaKlij|ie4 a 6bi jfouudatioiti for cooperation 
that has alre«iy bene0ted both our eounln'es and vtducli vdlJ. conhnue to benefit of pw 
wuntties for rnany years ahead. So thank you very much. 

MS. NliLANBj We*il lake (jaaudibk), Margaret Brennan, CM News» 

<3UES*nON: Madain Secmtaiy, thanks for your time. Afe you aay closer to finding who MUed 
Ambassador Chris Stweus? ; Libya‘s Pfe^dCiit says this ahUdk was planned .months. Are you 
confident he^s wrong and that sectnity measim were appropriate? And: wiH you leave justice to 
the hifeyafis? 

SECK3ETARy CWNTGNt As .Uaidat the outset, we am.tMdngaggressive Steps to protect our 
people and our consulates and:«mbaS8ies acound the world. We are reyiewiflg our security 
postme at ©vei^ post and working with host governments to be sore they know what our security 
.needs are Wherever iieoessSry , We ate also wcu'kiftg Closely wim the Libyan Oovernmem to brmg 
the perpetrators to justice^ so that we: can be assured that we have found who murdered our four 
collogues and under whM circumstance. As I said, tite FBIh^ joieed the fovestigalfon foslde 
Libya, and we will not rest until the people who orchestrated this attack are found and 

It is also important to loc^ at tWs strategically and understand u4kl 1: is going on, across foe re^cin. 
In a UTunber of places where protests have turned violent, we are seeing foe hand of extremists 
whoare trying to exploit people^s infiamed passions for their own agendas. But oyerwhelmingly, 
we have found that the people of Egypt, of Libya, of Yemen and Tunisia are not prepared m 
trade the: tyranny of a dictator .for the tymiu^ of a mob. They want to turn their attention to the 
future to provide better opportunitws for foemsslves and their childfon, and foey want a strong 
part.neEigiiip wifo the United States, and the Amutjean people based m mutual interests, and .mutuai. 
respe.(^. 

This Is part of a larger debate; that is .going on inside foese sodedes. In- liby a, for erolple,: in 
theJt first fiee elections, moderates weresucoessfui at the polls. But- look, foere are extremists in 
all of foese societies and qA foe outside who afe working to ttice advantage of lisoad outrage in 
order to incite violence and speciOeahy incite violence against Ameiieans and American 
fadlitles. 


And as: I have said to many of the leaders I have spoken to over foe past week, tb^e extremist 
efforts sfe a foreat to foe people of foe societies and foe govemra««s of those socledes as well as 
to the region and the United S tates. And I think it’s important at this moment for ieadere to put 
themselves on the right side of this debate- to speak out clearly and imequiyocally 
violence, whoev^ incites t or conducts It. 

And^ in, a struggle :Uke this, there can be.no doubt where the United States ma^t stand. We support 
those who Ure fi|htihg, for foe same values :and .rlghls tliat weheiteve in - in, cfomoeiucy,. in 
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fir^edom, ip unjyers?d righfe for men. womn, for justice and accaUnfaljility . And r wemt t?i 

undea^icore that the: Uj?I$ed States will contmue to work with partners and allies inthe region apd 
aroynd the to help bring seeuriiy to :these nations so: that the promise of the revolutions that 
they experienced can he realized. 

And lmall;y, on your specific, point about Bei^azl, we obviously never talk publicly about 
security at any of bur missions for obvious reasons. But that said, let me assure you that our 
security in B^ghazr. included a mat of hostgovernmetil SBeurity forces, as well as a local jgojtrd 
fofce of the kind toat tve rely on in man.y ^aces around the^ world. In addition to the security 
outside the compb'und, we reiled on a wall and a robust seouri^ presence inside the. compound. 
And with all of our missions overseas, in advance of September 1P^ as iSdQii«every year, we 
did: an eval.uat?b.n on threat sti^ews,. And toe Office of toe Birector of D^ational Intelligence has 
said we had no acfibnable inteljigene© that an attack, on our po$t.;in Benghazi was planned, or 
Imrainent. 


But let ine state the obvious again.. Our diplomats engage in dangerous work, and it's the naiure 
of dipibtn^ in fiagfie societies and conflict zones to be aware of the necessity for security but 
to also condruie the important diplomatic woric that has tb go. bn. There Is risk inhcr^it in wl^t 
we do and whm toese brave tarn and Wbdtoc represendng the United States are up a^nst every 
single day, and we do pur very best td limit . that risk fay ensuring that our security protoopls 
reflect the environments in ^ch diplomats work arid toe thi^s that they «re presented vdto. 

Tihankyoo. 

Remarks With Indonesian Tntreigu Minisrler Raden Mohammad Mat^Mulibna 
Natalj^wa After Their Meeting 
Septembef 20,2012 

SECUBTAKY CHJXTONs Oood aftemoon, everypne. And it’s such a plcaBUiCj as always, to 
weloome the Indonesian Foreign Minister, and 1 believe the largest delegation that has ever come 
from Indonsgia,,for the purpose Of Q.m third meeting of toe U.S.-Indonesia Jolta^Caramissioa 

Tliis-commission is the result, of a vlsron fay our two presidents fora eomprehensivc partnership, 
and the agreement to that effect was; signal in 2010. Tltanks to tois partnership, the United Btotes 
and Iruloaesk are. working more closely’ than ever: on a range of issues ifiora global security to 
.okian energy and dlmate to regional trade and commeteCv 

.And today, Marty and 1 had toe chancetotakestock, of where our teamstoave come in toe time 
of the last year., because we hwd our meeting in Bali a year ago, And: I must say, 1 was very 
impressed, We covered a^eat deal today. 
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But before I start, Pd like to say a few words abotii: flte protests in: several countries: around the 
world. We have. OOhdernned in die. stffingest possihle .terms; the violence has Bfujrted ftouj 
these iiirotests. iaid as I have, said, die vMeo diiat sparked tiieSe protests is and 

iOpirehensible, and, the UMted States Oovetniinent, nf eours.6} had absolutely nothing to do with it 

But: there is::no jusdheatiouiror violence, and: I want to thank, dje: foreign,. Minister and his 
govemmenj &r speaking out .agarnst violence. WO have to look to reasonabie people and 
.respc(nsiblo ieaderaeverywheBe,to stand up to extremis^ who would seek to Jake advantage of 
this moment to looramit violet acts, against embassies and dielr fellow countrymen. 

Today -s meetings have highli^ted the strong fi^cidadon that we have built togedier. And one of 
our most important concerns is promoting peace and s&bility tnthe Asia Pactfie. Today, Pm 
announcing that the :0bama Administration lias informed Congfcs$ ofthp pofoip^I sale of dght 
AH-640 Apache Xio.ngbowheltcqpters to the indon^iah GovemmenL This agreement w4ll 
Strengthen our eDmpnshensiye partn^hip and help enhance security across .the region. 

On growth and prosperity^ we are increasing our, trade relationship that topped $26 billion last 
year, investments in tran^omtion, energy , and ;infrasmicture ate. creating jobs and supporting 
economic growfo in both countries. For example, the deal .^twCen Lion Air' and Boeing alone 
represents $21 billion in tmde over the. next decade. .Indonesia’s Government has :aimounced h^f 
a trillion dollars In infrastructure improvetnenct, and we recently signed a rnemormidum of 
understanding to make it easio- for American companies to bid on foese pregects. 

And ye^terdayi w sigued an; agreement for implementing our Millennium Challenge 
Cojporatioa Compact with Indonesia, Dver ttwnejd fiveyeais,. th.e United States will invest SdCd 
million in; clean, energy development, (diildheal^ and nutrition pcogmms, and efforts .fo help 
make Indonesia’s Go;veri)imeti,t more trausparent and open, 

The; United States; is also looking forward to Indoneaa hosting APEC in 201.3, and we are 
confident that Indonesia will come to this role with a commitment to promote greater economic 
Integration across the Asia Pabific, 

Both. the Foreign Mim'sier and I believe that strong .education is essential to compete in^ a modem 
global economy. That's why the United States has expanded .the Fulbright Program and 
supported partnerships between dozers of American and IndoneslMi universities. Academic 
exchanges between our countries are up and applications fmm Indonesian students to visit the 
United States have in^eased by on.e third, USAID l^sirecontiy expanded its basic education 
program to^ provide $83 million for teacher traitiitigand literacy programs for young children. 

And weTe providing $20 m scholarship funding for Indotlesian gr^uate students. 
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[ af&o thanfc^d. the yinisteribr Indonesia's leadersbijp in ASEAH. T!ie Foreign .Mihlstet’S 
pcTSQjia! leadership has helped, lay the gfoutidwollt. for diplomapy betwefl ASEAN. and Chlfia as 
it.reiates to the South China And Vve Cdmlnne to support ASEAN’S six-point principles, 
which \vo believe, wilt help redpce tensions and pave the for a comprehensive code of 
condirct for addressing disputes without tbreats» coercion, or use of fi>rcB. 


Finaily, indonesia and the United States have stood lo-gedieron a range of global challenges, 
from ddtuoGratic reform in BUrtna m Combating ctifnate change, to working to end die vi Oletice 
in Syria. We are also coordinating efforts to further develop south-sOttih artd triangular 
Cooperation, :sueh ft$ eahaneing disaster preptifedhesa in Burma and convening a conferenee on 
vvomen'’s empowerraent 

We believe (hat as^ the second and third largest demoeraoies In. tie world, the United States and 
Indonesia haveia special responsiMlity to promote .deraocmcy and hum^: rights.. And for the last 
four ycanSj Indonesia has ho^l the Bali Derfioeracy Poromi toprCfiftote peaceful, d^ocfatk 
transitions through example and.apsn dialogue. Lsst year, more than BO countries attended. And 
once .again, the United will be sendiiig a high-level delegation. 


So, Minister, thank you ftr everything. Thank you for the great partnership we’ve had between 
us and f^ween. our countries. 

MS- NUUANpf 'We’U, taketwo questions, todays well start with .Ros- Jord^ of A1 dazfeem 
English. 

QUESTiON.- Ihankyou, Madpo Sectdary, Mr, Foreign Minister. Madam Secretary, my 
question i? about tlie ongoing investigation, into last week’s ^tack at the consulate in Benghazi. 
You are meeting this afternoon with meuibera of Congress to disenss icogress and the 

concerns .that they xmderstandaMy have. Brst^ther-e is the federal mandate to establish an 
apcountabil tty review board. Have you done so ? Who would you like to see ohair It? Are them 
icertain questions that you desperately want to have answered m. order to safeguard the safety of 
Foreign Service OMcers around, the world? 

And relmcd to this, given the poHticial instability and the successes of the past year and a half, are 
you satisSedthat in li^t ofthose political changes, enough was done to |»otect those working In 
the Middle: East and N orth AMca? And feen finally - and this is: perhaps going into the area of 
riimor and speculation-' but there, is . at least one report suggssdng that Ambassador Sfe\^ 
that he was on .a, quote, “ai*^Qaida hit la tMs a. scurrilous rumor? h this gallows hiimor^ 

•when one. is working in a period of 4fflouhy and great ohall^e, or is there something more to 
whai he allegedly - aird I stress tfeit'word - said? 
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first, let me say -Fm- I.oofeii?g fonv#d to opporttmity' t<): go 

up to: Congress today;: I wiU b.e briefing m two separate sessions, tlje House and tbe Seriate, in 
a olassified setttog, along with interagenej-colleaguss,. a§ we ooittiriMe: to work together, and 
with,govei7imente m:ound the world, to ensure^ldiat pm: people and om: facilities are safe. I will fee 
joined today by the Dit^ctor of National Intelligence,: Clapper, by Deputy Secretary 

pfl^feiisei Ash Garter, by the Vice ChwimStt^ofthe Joint Chiefs Staff, iSandyWinnefeld, 

along witii experts; from the FBI, the, State: Departrpcmt» and else where in the go vemmeritv 

Kow, I andcipate that diis briefing will cover our security pasture befbre mid during the events, 
and the steps: we have: tak.en since, to do everything We can With host governments to protect our 
people and out embassies and consulates. The Director ofNational-lntellig^ce WiH speak to the 
intelligencse issues auirounding ithese events in Ubys, Deputy fiecretaiy Cmtef Will brief on the 
superb support we have had ffpin the U.$. military %„the. wake~of these events, sind we are at the 
very early stages of an i'B.I investlgarion, Ihe team; ■ftom die reached liibya earlier this week, 

.And i will ad^dse Congress also that ! am launching an accomitability review board that: wtU' be 
ehdred by Ambassador Thomas^ Pjckering. 

I wiil ;also talk about, the importance of the broader relationships with these oouritries in light of 
the eveflls of the past dayS; ThefC ore obviously very red, challenges in fiiese new democracies, 
these fragile sodeties, but as I said last week, the vast, majority of the people in these counfries 
did riot fin-ow off the tyranny of a dictator to -trade it for thetyiannyof amob; And we ore 
eGricemed. first and forefnost with.out Own people and :feoilities, but we am concerned aboirt the 
internal security in these co.uritries because ultimatelyi fiiat pufej at risk the men, women, and 
children of these ;^cieties on a dally ongoing Imsis if aelioris are riot taken to try to restore 
security and civil order, 

And iet me just conclude, by saying that hiere can be no doubt where: the United States stands.. 

We continue to. support those Who are flaring for .u»fversel values .- values that we see at work 
in. Indonesia - the third largest detnocracy in the world. We beUeve that these values of universal 
•rights, of juati«! and accountabilityi of demoeracy, me there for every pspsofi regardless of where 
that person raighf. live;,SQ: I will Ictok forv^d to having a chance to talk with, members of 
’GottgmsS; 

As to your final question,. I hav.e absolutely no^ information or reason to believe that; friere’s any 
basis for that. 

QUESTION: Thank you. 

lVi;g.,:NULANj)j Last.qu^ti:on. Vi.ctofkSidjahat from fmm please. 

QUESTfONt yes..Madam> th^you. My guestiOriis: S.taii::irig'today,,U, S'.. Embassy and 
:CGnau1ate am Closed in IndoriBsia as the Muslhri movie become wild fireball,, which could be 
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designed as a wedij'ott to attack U.Si by raising sentiment.antlrU/S, from the cGwifrics which has; 
Mnslim imjority population like rndonesia. 

Madanv. Clinton, how do you see this threat as on the long run? If it’s eomimdngihappofl, it’s- 
obviously could ^ve impaot to. the hripletnentation of (inaudible) pfogfamln Indonesia. What is 
the reason; Government elosed the Embassy and Consulate in Indonesia?' What is your, 

(^pectat^n from Indonesia Governmentj, for my Minister Marty fjatalegaw^? How Indonesia 
Govermnent respond to the elosdng ofthis Bmbfssy and Consulate, it’s starting today? .Is tl.§. - 
IndonesiaGovernmenlhas 'eapability topfoteot U.S. ^basgy and Consulate. So foe (hiaudlble) 
program implemented - could he Implemented §u!?cessf»lly in Indonesia. Tharff you. 

SECRETARY CLfiiJTONr Well, let me begin by saying how grfidefijl we are for the excellent 
cooperation we have received from the.Cfoveftimeirt of fridonesia, and in patticulai, from the.law 
enforoement and security institutions in Indonesia. We arc very grateful for not only the 
cooperation and protection that has been provided to our facilities, but also to the. strong 
sfot^ents condemning violence from the President, the Epreign Minister,, and ofo^s. 

rn consuitetion with the Gevemment of Indonesia, we have temporarily, ;for tomorrow* closed 
our fecihtiea. We want to be, sure that law enforcGmeat in, Indonesia has foe ability to do what it 
needs to do to make sure that foere. fs no disruptiem of civil, order and seemity. So we, are 
GoOperatitig, completely, We- fo Very grateful for the Strong leadership pfo.vided by ladoiiesia. 

FORJEIGN MmfgTTJR MTAtEGAWA: HeIJo, Edible), if I may just also mspond.. 
^precisely :as the Secretary had said,, foe- decision by foe Xlmted States Government to ofose 
tomppimily its embassies and consulates tomorrow inJndonesia is a decision that’ s been made 
based <m communication and conversation between foe authorities in. Indonesia and foe United 
Smtss as welh So in ofoer words, it is an informed. decMon, a decision, that is not intended to 
:sh.ow any unfriendly intent on foe part of anyone,: but: it is what It Is, .and, it’s quite some •- it’s the 
kind of step that govenmiente actually carry out when situations requires fo even in our case. 
Some of our embassies abroad,, when foe situation reqmres us to have a temporary c^orfng of foe 
embassy, wetio that as well. So it is something that is quite regular and scKnethlngfoat is 
actually coordinated .as well. 

But if I may j ust broaden the subject matter, I think as ourTresid&it had said in foe. past, 

Indonesian. Goverament -the Indonesian people, even, obviously cannol and would not condone 
the - any acts of violence against dipiomatic premises., against foploraatic pers.oimiel, because 
that is, truly - would be a challenge to foe efficient and a prapeTconduet of relations among 
states, go thaf^s our point of departure. 


At the same, time, of course, beyond the immediate Issue, of protection of the embassies, we have 
still ahead of us foe challenge of how to prevent the kind of situations where we .are now at in 


UNCUSSIFIED 
U.S. Department of State 
Case No. F-2015-04841 

Doc No. C0573981 2 STATE DEPT, - PRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMM. 

Date: 05/13/2015 SUBJECT TO AGREEMENT ON SENSITIVE INFORMATION & REDACTIONS. NO FOIA WAIVER. 


STATE'S CBG045494 



107 


UNCLASSIFIED STATE DEPT, - PRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMM. 

u.s. Department of Slate SUBJECT TO agreement on sensitive information & redactions, no foia waiver, 

case No. F-201 5-04841 
DOO No. C05739812 
Date: 05/13/2015 


■term's of tiie kind of 'ineendi^if andtheMnd.of statertien'ts-dt'-iiri.fliisiiisianoej films that 
that is .now we have &l]l deplomd mid eondemned iof fifese kind of activities hot to be mpeatcd, 
$0 we Have a lot of Homework to work towards in the fliture as wall 

SECRJSTARY cijiNX(>N;:Tfemtkyou.iall verymneH- 

FO:REIGN 'Mll!i-ISrER:KATALBGAWA; Thank: yon. 

Remarks With jPaklstanj. Foreign Mitaister Hina Rabbani Khar Before Their Meeting 

Sepfemkff2l,26.12 

Good afternoon,, and let me begin by wekioining Poreigft Mitdstef Khar on her visit to 

Washington as foreign minister. We’ ve had the, oppoiiunity to meet in Islmnabad and. other 
settings, bnt I ain very pleased that we would have this chance to eicehange -views .on oUr bilat^ 
relationship as we:(i as regfonal and ^obal issues. 

T want to begin by addressing the evems: of the d^and .the piast wedk. Today, we’ve cwje ^am. 
seen protests^ in several Cities In Palostan, Unfortunately, some of -diose protests have tamed . 
violent and; sadiy»:resid.ted in loss of iifo. I want to dnmfc the Government: of Pakistan for tiieit 
efforte to protect our Embassy in Islamabad land oonsuktes in Lahore, Peshawar, and Karachi. 

And I want to be oleaTj as I have said on numerous OGCaSlons, the violcnco we haw seen cannot 
be tolerated. There is no jdstifioation for violence. Of course, there is provocation, and we have 
certainly made clear that we do not in any way support provooaition. We. found the virfoo th^’s at 
Che core of this secies of evente oifensive, disguatm^ repcehensiHle, 

But that does not ptovide justification, fot violence, and therefore it is important for responsible 
leaders, indeed responsible people everywhergj to siand up an:d speak out against violence and 
particularly against those who would exploit this; difficult moment to ad vaiicc their om 
extremist idoologi'es. 

Yesterday afternoon when I briefed tito' Congress, I made it clear ftiat keepii^ our people 
everywhere in the. world safe is: our lop priority. Wh^happened in Benghazi was-' a- terrorist 
attacks and we will not rest imtil we. have ;tracked down and brought to justice the' terrorista who 
murdered four Americans, And we are; taking aggressive measures at all of om posts to proieel 
our smffs and their families along wifo locaJ,Iy employed, people who protdde so many important 
confribirtlofts to the work of our mi&sion.s< 

The l?orcign Mtrdstet and I will have a chance- to novel’ a foil range of subjects today, .an.d :if Is no 
secret that the past year and a half has been ohallenging for Pakistan and the United States, And 
we still have: woftt to do to :get om bilateral.relationship to the point where we would like il: to be, 
bu-t we -boih recognize- ftiat. weican aeHtoyemorc when w? work togeiH.Br on .a focused ;&genda, So 
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today is tiie latest: in a series of high-ievel meetings. Ambassador Marc GroSSman has .just 
returned from consultatioos in tslamahad,. I look forward to seeing, President Zatdari next week 
St the UM Oeaeral Asaemb!^. At each meeting, we nte Worktrtg to identi^ tide stfat^o goals: we 
share - and there are - and the concrete: actions we can ejujh take to accomplish them. 

Ddf number one .shared priority remMns pursuing; our j oint co.untet^n'OTism o.bjeutives to ensuie 
the seoU'd'^ of Arneri,can- and.. Pakistani Chigens alike. We'face a .comraon threat fiom a. oomjn.on 
enemy, 'and we mu^: confront ^odsm and extremism tpgethdi'v.Eaflier this .jnOntii, .! designated 
theHaq^ani Network as a. Poreigfl Termrist OrgmuXafioh so We could make Ifull use of every 
available: legal authority to end their .deadly attacks. Pakistan’s parliament has called far 
expelling fbreign fighters so th^ Pakistan’s territojy cart be ftilly under control of the Pakistani 
Ogvernment and n^nnot he used tg launch at^ks against other imtionsi 

And the follow-through on this is challenging hut necessa:iy , and we look, forward to working, 
with Pakistan as th^ contiiTue to.;address these problems. We have both pledg®! to support a 
secure. Stable, and prosperous. Afghanistafli which is; vital for the secutity of the region. And I 
want to thank Foreign Minister Kimr for P^dsian’s reopetiing of the NATO :snpply lines; to allo w 
the movement: of goods to Afghanistan. 

We will discuss the successlUl first meeting of the: $afe Passage 'Working Group in Islamabad 
whieh brought tog e'lihK’ Afghan, Pakistani,, and 0.3v Tepresentatives to advance the pc^iee process 
ill Afghacijsmn., Tlie Pakistani QoYeriunent’? public call for lnsui:gehts to ogme forward and, talk 
whit the Mghan Govemmentwas ptttticuWfy [important.. We are ready to work togete to build 
on ihese .^ps, and we will continue, our .discussions fiipough bOateral eonsultaiions and the U.S>- 
Afghanistan^Pakistan Gone Group. 

Now, of course, our relaiionship goes far beyond our shared securhy concemsvand today we will 
discuss the many other Ways in wMeh we work toge^er,, particularly to create ecoitomic 
opportunity for Pakistanis. Foreign Minister Khitf and I agree; that we need tg; shift our ^economic 
relationship ftom aid to trade and, investment. We are. working to help P^iatan attract more 
pri vate sector investment. We hope to finalize a bilateral investment tecaty sponv And weVe 
ereated a Pakistan, private investment hiiliative; to help more of Paki:StaH’s ^alfand medium 
si?ed companies get access tg. capital. 

Over the past :feW years, wC: have:;se:en Pakistan’s .civilian gpvertiifient begin to put down strtinger 
rooiSi And .if elections proceed as planned next year, it will mark the first time in Pakistan’s 
bistOty that a civUian-led goyemment has served its full term. The. United States supports 
Pakisten’ a economic development, anti We have said many limes that we want to see democracy 
succeed in :Pakistan. 
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We also sappqrt: Pakistan’s soversi|nty» but we: are elear sover^gnthations eatry certain, 

obligations to protect the human rights of^eir cidzeiiSj to eontiol their i^itory^ to prev^t 
tiueais to theit n^^bors wdtfie intematipaal .eommunity. 

So we know that there is still mach'tobedonej hut 1 can assure thepeopleoCPakistandi^ the 
United States remains committed to this important relationship and wc sxg coniideid: we can 
continue to move ibr.ward together one stc^ at a time to reach our shared strategic objecfes. 

Thank you very . much. 

Ftemarjcs With Twafelan Forei^: Minister Rafik Ahdessalem Before Th^r Meeting 
S«pteiftber2.1j 2012' 

SECRETARY Good morning. I am pleased to welcome the Foreign Minister from 

Tunisia. Pm looIdTjg.fQrward to our meetiog. We. obviously have a great deal to discus^ and I 
want to thank the Fotei^ Mini^r and Oovemmenl of Tunisia for flieir effort over the last 

w^k to help, secure our Emtassy and the American Coo|)€#adve Sehoo! of Tunis foliovring die 
vipient assaults: of Friday. 

We me moniloring events closely today. Thcap tsito bj^er priority Kir Besidebt Obama afttl 
myself than the safety of our people. WsVe taken a mariher of steps aroimd, the world to 
augment security and to. ;^otect out personnel at diplcHtiatio posts. And we are worldiig olosBly 
with host govemtnerUs inthis effort. 

As I have said before and as is embodied in tlte Vienna Convention and other intemstioBal. 
agreements, ail govtanments have die. duty, tlte: solecrm duty, to defend diplomatic missions. 
Tiiey must be safe and protected places so that govemraepte <^h exel^nge yiev® and wc^ op 
many important and leaders across the worid must stand up and. be pgunted In rejecting 

violence and holdini violent .actors accovrateble. 

WS; are Wodiang closdy with the GoVertfilfent of 'Tunisia, They have assisted uS in ciihancitig tbe 
security of o.ur facilities. We’ve also, discussed with tltem the irnperative of bringingto justice 
diose responsible for. diese violent attacks; And we have offered and will continue to look for 
ways that we can assist the new Government of Tunisia in ensuring the rule of Jaw tluotrghaut 
th^ir country, first and foremost for the people of Tunisia diem^lVes. Wc look forward to 
coniinuiog to bmld curhew p^rtner^tp with the Tunisian Government ajui people, Ow 
relationsliip is built around shured prinriples of ell d^ocracies - a cQmmitmmt to 
nonvioIenGie, to tolerance, :^d Inclurivity for ail people, and to upholding the rule of kv^< 

The Tunkleu people have bravely imt ihemselves on. the :road to demaefacy. They wei'c- die first 
of ths .Arab •revoIuhOi^ and-they have made important.pfogress in a very short per i.bd of tiine. 
They have; worked too Hard aud'sactlliced too^much over too ijminy yeafS. to sec dteir progress 
hijaeked ai derailed by exlitraists whii Iheh own. agenda. And those e?rtremlsts, not only in 
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Twiisia but iu too m^(ny piaeeis tbe wotiEly look for t^pportuuitios to exploit this cufmm 
situaftpn or other ajtuaUons,. and all people and leadei^ :must stand, against them'. 


:Sq as (he Tunisian Govertiffietit talc^: steps to strengthen security and protect the Tunisian peopie 
and: economy from extremism violent agendas, the United States stands.ready to Kelp. We 
also aie working closely widh TUnisiaon the broader shared threat of terrorism^ including from 
groups I ike al-Q aida and its aSiliate^ 

So Minister, :plBase know, the Uoltgd, States ren^ms co.mmitted to sui^orting Tunisia as you deal 
with du5 euttent situation, as you e^htinue your dcmo<n:atie: transition, and we watii to be: with 
you as you couft^ht: qhaiienges attd hfilp^ seize oppofftinities togete for the ;bet(emi^t of the 
future of Tunisia. 
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Mn. Missakian . Let's go on the necond then. We ane now 


conducted by 


beginning the transcribed interview of 
the House Select Committee on Benghazi. This interview is being 
conducted voluntarily as part of the committee's investigation into 
the attacks on U.S. diplomatic facilities in Benghazi^ Libya^ and 
related matters pursuant to House Resolution 567 of the 113th Congress 
and House Resolution 5 of the 114th Congress. 


Mr. 

record. 

Mr. 


Ij would you please state and spell your name for the 


It's 


Mr. Missakian . First off, on behalf of the committee, both the 
majority and minority staff, thank you for being here voluntarily. The 
committee appreciates your cooperation in our investigation. My name 
is Craig Missakian. I'm one of the attorneys on the majority staff 
side. At this point, we traditionally go around the room and have 
everyone introduce themselves just so you know who's here. So I'll 
start with Dana Chipman. 

Mr. Chipman. I'm Dana Chipman with the committee staff. 

Mr. Su. lonathan Su from Latham & Watkins on behalf of Mr. 



U.S. Department of State. 


I'm an attorney-adviser with the 


Mr. Snyder. Eric Snyder, Department of State. 
Mr. Kenny. Peter Kenny with the minority staff. 











114 


4 

Mn. Missakian . Before we begin questioning Mr. I'd 

like to go over some of the ground rules that apply to the interview 
here today. Generally^ the way the questioning proceeds is that a 
member of the majority staff will ask you questions for up to an hour^ 
and then once I am done, I will hand it over to an attorney for the 
minority staff, and then we will go back and forth an hour at a time 
until we finish. 

Have you ever had your deposition taken or testified before 
Congress before? 

Mr. No, I have not. 

Mr. Missakian . This procedure is slightly different than a 
deposition in that we don't follow the rules of evidence that might 
apply in a Federal District Court proceeding, for example. In that 
sense, the witness or your counsel may raise objections for privilege 
only, subject to review by the chairman of the committee. Congressman 
Gowdy. If the objections cannot be resolved in this interview, you 
may be required to return for a deposition or a hearing once those issues 
have been resolved. 

Members of the staff committee are not permitted to raise 
objections when the other side is asking questions. This session is 
to begin as unclassified. If we get into any area where you would be 
required to disclose classified information, please let me know. We 
are not prepared to do that today, so we will have to make other 
arrangements if we decide we want to go there. You are welcome to 
confer with your counsel at any time during the interview; and if for 
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any reason, if I ask you a question that you don't understand, just 
tell me I don't understand and I'll do my best to rephrase it for you. 

If you'd like to take a break at any point in time, talk to your 
counsel or for any other reason, just let us know and we'll be happy 
to accommodate that. As you can see, there is an official court 
reporter in the room taking down what you say and I say and what 
everybody else has said during the course of the interview, so the one 
thing we ask is that to the extent you answer a question, do so verbally 
rather than a nod of the head, for example, and we do our best not to 
step on each other's -- me on your answers and you on my questions, 
just for the sake of the court reporter and the clarity of the record. 

You'll understand this as we go along. If there's a question I 
ask you you don't know the answer to or can 't recall, that ' s fine . Dust 
say you don't know or you don't understand. We don't want you guessing 
here. To the extent you have a best estimate or something that you've 
put together based on facts you do know, that's fine. But we just don't 
want any guesses. 

Now, do you understand, Mr. that you are required to 

answer questions posed to you by Congress truthfully? 

Mr. 

Mr. Missakian . Do you also understand that that obligation 
extends to questions I may ask you as a member of the staff of a 
congressional committee? 

Mr. 

Mr. Missakian . Do you also understand that a witness that 
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knowingly provides false testimony could be subject to criminal 
prosecution for perjury or for making false statements? 



Mr. Missakian. Is there any reason why your interview should not 
go forward today? Are you prepared to give your best answers to the 
questions? 



Mr. Missakian . That's the extent of our preamble. Mr. Kenny^ 
do you have anything you'd like to add? 

Mr. Kenny. Yes, I'd just like to take the opportunity to thank 
Mr. for coming in. I'm looking forward to hearing what you 
have to say today. 


Mr. Thank you. 

Mr. Missakian . lonathan, would you like to add anything at this 
point? 


Mr. Su. Sure. For the record, Craig, I ' 11 say that Mr . 
is here, as you know, appearing voluntarily before the committee. You 
and I have corresponded before about the scope of the interview, and 
it relates to the 2012 attacks in Benghazi, Libya, and the immediate 
days thereafter. You've confirmed that the committee's interest 
relates solely to this witness's government service and that the 
committee would advise me if there are any other specific matters of 
interest; and I've not understood there to be any other matters of 
interest. We are not getting into any classified information today. 
But, you know, with those caveats, we're certainly prepared to proceed 
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if that works for you. 

Mr. Missakian . YeSj that does. That is my understanding of the 
scope of the interview, Mr. It may come to pass that an 

answer you give may open up other areas beyond the scope that your 
attorney just described. I may ask you questions there. I don't 
anticipate it, but it may happen. We'll see how it goes. 


EXAMINATION 
BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 

Q When did you begin work at the State Department? 

A In early 2009. 

Q Do you remember a month? 

A I think February 2009. 

Q And what were you doing immediately before the State 
Department? 

A I worked for then-Senator Clinton in her Senate office in 


Washington. 

Q Doing what? 

A I was her deputy press secretary. 

Q How long did you hold that position? 

A I was deputy press secretary for all of -- for a 

year-and-a-half , and was in that office for about 3 years. 

Q What did you do for Senator Clinton prior to becoming the 
deputy press secretary? 

A I was the assistant to her chief of staff. 

Q So you came to the State Department when Secretary Clinton 
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came to the State Department? 

A Correct. 

Q How long did you stay at the State Department? 

A For 4 years . 

Q Do you recall what month you left? 

A I believe it was February of 2013. 

Q What have you done since? 

A I have continued to work for Secretary Clinton. 

Q And what do you do for her? 

A I'm her chief speech writer. 

Q When did that employment begin? 

A Immediately following the State Department^ so February of 

2013. 

Q And what is the entity that employs youj if you know? 

A Hillary for America, her presidential campaign. 

Q So Hillary for America, I assume that's a corporation? 

A That is, well, whatever kind of entity a political 

presidential campaign is, that is who employs me now. 

Q Okay, but you began work for that entity, whatever form that 
may be in February 2013? 

A No, the campaign did not exist then. In February 2013, I 
went to work for her in her personal office. Secretary Clinton's 
personal office, and then when the campaign began, which was in this 
year, I went to work for the campaign. 

Q Again, what is your formal title with the campaign? 
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A Dinecton of speech writing. 

Q Do you know the name of the entity that employed you between 
the time you left the State Department and going to work for the 
Secretary's presidential campaign? 

A I believe it was -- well, it was Secretary Clinton's 
personal office, and I believe the technical name was something like 
ZFS Holdings, or something like that. 

Q During the time you were at the State Department, what was 
your job title? 

A Speech writer. 

Q And where did that position fit in the hierarchy of 
positions within the speech writing department? 

A There was a director of speech writing, and then there were 
several speech writers. And then there was one or two junior, like 
a staff assistant, and that was it. 

Q Let me ask you, who was the director of speech writing at 
that point when you first started with the State Department? 

A Well, was when I first started with the 

State Department. 

Q And then it eventually became 

A Yes . 

Q Who were the other speech writers there with you at the time? 

A Over the whole 4 years? 

Q Over the whole 4 years, yes. 

A I might forget somebody, but for a period of 
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time^ 

myself j 

peniodj a gentleman named | 
core team that was consistentj 
and I 


|j for a period of time 

|j I can't remember his last name. The 
H was there the whole time with me 


I was there the whole time. He was the staff assistant, and 

then the rest of the team shifted around a little bit. 

Q Have you had any conversations with any of those individuals 
that you just named about the Benghazi investigation? 

A The fact of it, yes. The details of it, no. 

Q Okay, who did you have that conversation with, the fact of 
it? 


Mr. Kenny. Can you be specific? Which investigation? 

BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 

Q That's fair. Any of the investigations that were stood up 
in the wake of the Benghazi attacks. 

A Well, in my capacity as a speech writer, I wrote about the 
ARB report, and I helped prepare testimony the Secretary gave before 
the committee. Before which committee, it was the House and Senate 
Foreign Affairs Committees in 2012. So that was a collaborative 
process, and so, of course, much discussed. 

Q So when you say you wrote material for Secretary Clinton's 
appearance before Congress, is that when she testified in January 2013? 

A Correct. She gave an opening statement which I helped 
prepare. 

Q Who else worked on that opening statement? Do you recall? 
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A I worked closely with lake Sullivan, but I don't 
recall -- and it was a collaborative process, but I don't recall. I 
couldn't give you a list -- conditional list. I don't recall. 

Q Did you take part in any prep sessions with the Secretary? 

A I did not. 

Q Who did? 

A I don't know. 

Q Do you know if those even occurred? 

A I don't know about that. 

Q Other than the conversation you had with Mr. Sullivan in 
connection with that statement, were there any other conversations you 
had with anybody about the congressional investigations that were stood 
up after the attacks? 

A Are you referring to this committee? 

Q Yes, this committee included. 

A Well, I've discussed with my lawyer in preparation for this 
session . 


Mr . Su. He doesn ' t want - - I'll speak again for Craig when I say 
he understands that, you know, you and I may have spoken, but he is 
not -- you know, you can assume he is phrasing his questions other than 
with your attorney. 


Mr. 



I don't recall any conversations like that. 


BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 


Q Okay, and that's from, you know, the time it happened up 
until today, other than your attorney? 




122 


12 

A The fact of the committee being in existence has been much 
in the newSj of course, you know, so -- but in terms of the details 
of it or what we would discuss here, no. 

Q And who did you have those conversations with? 

A About the fact that it exists? 

Q Yes. 

A I don't feel I could give you an exhaustive list, but I feel 

like, you know, sort of a comment, anyone you would discuss current 
events with, so any colleagues, coworkers, family members, but no one 
in particular that I could recall. 

Q Okay, do you recall any conversations with Secretary 

Clinton about the investigation? 
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A No. 

Q How about with lake Sullivan? 

A Insofar as Secretary Clinton, we have to prepare for 
Secretary Clinton's hearing, and I will once again probably help her 
prepare for that, but otherwise, no. 

Q When you say Secretary Clinton's hearing, you're talking 

about helping her prepare for the upcoming appearance before this 
Benghazi committee on the 22nd? 

A Correct. 

Q Okay. Let's go back in time to September 11, 2012. I just 
want to ask you a few questions about that. Let's start with the 
protests in Cairo. Well, let me take you even a step back. Were you 
at the office that day? 

A I was. 

Q And do you recall when you left the office that day? 

A The early evening. 

Q Do you recall hearing about the protests in Cairo at any 
point during the day? 

A I do, but I don't recall the details of how or when I heard. 

Q What do you recall about how you heard and what you heard 
and when you heard? 

A Yeah, I don't recall when or how I heard. 

Q Do you recall generally anything about what you heard about 
Cairo? 

A I recall that there was -- hearing that there was a protest 
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in Cairo, but I couldn't tell you when or how I heard that. 

Q And do you recall how you heard about the attacks in Benghazi 
later that night? 

A lake Sullivan called me in the evening and told me about 
it. 

Q Do you recall what time? 

A I was at dinner, I imagine, so around dinner time. 

Q Do you recall that being the first time you heard about the 
attacks? 

A To the best of my recollection. 

Q From what we have seen, the attacks began about 3:40 p.m. 
eastern time, so this would have been before you left the office. Did 
you hear anything about it before, or if I understood you -- 

A All these years later, I don't recall hearing about it 
before that phone call. 

Q All right. Let's talk about the phone call again. Mr. 
Sullivan called you? 

A Correct. 

Q And how long did that phone conversation last? 

A Maybe 5 or 10 minutes. 

Q What do you recall being said by you and him during that 

call? 

A He said that I should start working on remarks that the 
Secretary could give about an incident in our diplomatic post in 
Benghazi, that we had lost at least one colleague, that we didn't know 
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yet the status of the Ambassadon, that it was a fluid situatiorij but 
I should start thinking about, you know, and working on what the 
Secretary could say. 

Q Do you recall him giving you any details about what had 
occurred? 

A Beyond what I just said, I don't recall any others. 

Q Was there a plan discussed about how the process would 

unfold that night? 

A In that first conversation, I don't think so. 

Q So I gather there was another conversation after the first 

one? 

A I spoke to him several times that evening. 

Q By phone or in person? 

A Both. We spoke a few more times by phone throughout the 
evening, and eventually, he came to my apartment in northwest 
Washington. 

Q Let's focus on the phone calls first to begin. Do you 
recall anything that was said in any of the subsequent calls? 

A You know, all these years later, I really can't distinguish 
now or remember now what was said in which call. 

Q All right. That's fair. Let's just talk about what you 
remember without identifying it with any particular call. So just tell 
me what was said by each of you in all the calls. 

A Well, as I said, he told me that we had lost one of our 
colleagues and that we didn't know the status of the Ambassador. Later 
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in the evening^ he told me that the Ambassador was dead, but I can't 
recall whether that was in person or on the phone. And we discussed 
on the phone and in person, we discussed the tone that the Secretary's 
remarks should take; the goals that we would have to, in effect, 
eulogize the colleagues that we had lost; that we would have to 
demonstrate American resolve; that we would have to speak to a global 
audience and try to lower the temperature because, of course, it was 
a period of unrest, not just in Libya, but around the region and the 
world, and demonstrate, sort of, upholding American values. So we 
talked about that sort of tone. 

Q Were there any other goals for the statement you were 
working on that you discussed? 

A As I said, sort of honoring the colleagues that we lost, 
determination. I think I would add to the list sort of helping 
Americans make sense of a dangerous and difficult time, and sending 
a message to the world about American values, and lowering the 
temperature in a period of upheaval. 

Q When you said helping Americans make sense, what did you 
mean by that? 

A Well, we had lost a department personnel; and the world, 
there was all this upheaval across the region, and one of the goals 
of having a Secretary of State talk is so that Americans can understand 
America's role in the world and what are we doing there and what's the 
way forward. So any time the Secretary addresses a topic, that's part 
of it, and this would be no exception. 
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Q Was there any discussion of telling the American people who 
was responsible for the attacks in Benghazi and what their motives were? 

A In factj the opposite. What she said was that there would 
be time, that we were still learning about the motivations and methods 
of those who did this, and that there would be time for more reflection 
in the days ahead; so that was not a big focus of the remarks. 

Mr. Su . lust so the record is clear, when you say she said that? 

Mr. In her remarks, the Secretary -- 


BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 


Q Maybe my question wasn't clear. Were still talking about 
conversations you had with lake Sullivan the night of. Is there any 
discussion in any of those conversations about telling the American 
people who was responsible and what their motives were? 

A No. And the opposite. We discussed, and we did write for 
her that sentiment, that we are still learning about the motivations 
and methods, and that there would be time to get into all that later. 

Q I understand that's what was written. But my question was 
a different one. Hold on. We have to trade off here. I know it was 
written, but my question is, was it discussed? It sounds like you're 
saying it wasn't discussed, but then it was. Is there something 
reflected about it in the statements? I'm just not understanding. 

A What I mean by that is insofar as we discussed that it would 
be appropriate to write that we were still learning, that was discussed, 
and then we wrote that. Beyond that, no. 

Q So again, was there any discussion about telling the 
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Amenican people who was responsible and what thein motives were? 

A Beyond thatj we were still learningj no. 

Q So that was the discussion. You two discussed we don 't know 
what happened^ so let's reflect that in the statement? 

A I didn't say we don't know. I said we're still learningj 
but that was reflected. 

Q Okay. Then if you were still learningj that suggests that 
you knew something at the time. What did you know at the time about 
who was responsible and their motives? 

A I can only speak for myself. 

Q That's all I'm asking about. 

A Andj you knowj based on the information I hadj had a group 
of heavily-armed militants had attacked our compound^ and that's what 
I understood j and that's what we wrote. 

Q Did you have any information beyond that in terms of motive 
or the identity of the individual attackers? 

A No. 

Q Where did you get that information? 

A I got my information that evening primarily from lake 
Sullivan. I was also part of -- I was on various internal State 
Department email chains, and I brought to it also the sort of context 
of what had been happening in the world over that day and previous days 
and weeks. 

Q That night, and again, we're just focused on September 11, 
did you rely on any of the information you read in any newspaper reports 
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about the incident? 

A Can you explain what you mean by "nely"? 

Q Wellj did any of the information you saw in media reports 
get reflected in the statement that you prepared? 

A I think thatj you knowj media provided color and context 
for what was going on in the worlds but beyond that, no. 

Q I'm sorry. I don't understand what that means. 

A I couldn't point to a specific newspaper article that I read 

that said, that I took facts from, no. 

Q Thank you. That ' s what I meant. You talked about speaking 
to a global audience. What did you mean by that? 

A I mean any time the Secretary of State speaks, the world 
is listening. We had -- it was a period of unrest across the Middle 
East, North Africa, and beyond; specifically, in the Muslim world, 
which was a source of concern; and how to lower that temperature and 
speak to that situation was an important issue. 

Q Was that focused on the video? 

A The video was the source of that unrest across the world 
in that period. And so, you know, lowering the temperature of that 
situation was one of our goals. 

Q Again, focus just on the night of September 11. What 
information did you have that suggested that the video was, in any way, 
connected to what occurred in Benghazi? 

A I don't recall any specific information. 

Q Okay. What general information do you recall? 
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A I recall that it was the context with which we entered that 
night was protests across the Muslim worlds specifically that day 
protests in Cairo that had turned violent at our embassy. That was 
the context with which we approached the situation^ and then I couldn't 
recall for you that night a specific piece of information or not. 

Q Dust to be clearj my understanding is there was one protest 
in Cairo and that was it on September 11. Are you aware of others? 

A What I'm aware of, this removed, these years later, is that 
throughout that period there were protects across the Muslim world. 

I couldn't tell you a chronology of which country and protest happened 
when, but I recall that we were concerned about it in the days before. 
We had seen, there was a history of inflammatory, provocative incidents 
leading to protests and violence, including the burning of a Koran, 
various incidents in Afghanistan, Danish cartoons. There is a long 
history there, and one that the State Department had to take seriously 
and be concerned about, and I could not recall the chronology of which 
protests happened when, but I recall the general sense that in that 
period, there was a lot of unrest. 

Q You just said that you -- you, the State Department -- were 
concerned about the video, I gather, in the days before the September 

II attack. Did I hear that correctly? 

A My recollection, again, I can't remember the whole 
chronology of when the protests were happening, but in general, I would 
say that is my recollection. 

Q Do you recall being aware that protests were planned for 
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the Cairo Embassy prior to them occurring? 

A That's nothing I know about. 

Q I'm sorry? 

A NOj I don't recall anything like that. 

Q So when you said that you were concerned about the protests^ 
what do you mean? 

A Wellj there was a protest in Cairo at the Embassy^ and that 
was concerning. 

Q Right. I realize that, but you said you had been concerned 
days before that. 

A I think, as I said, I can't reconstruct the entire 
chronology, but what I remember is in that period being concerned that 
there was a provocation that could lead to unrest and violence as we 
had seen in previous incidents. 

Q So as you sit here today, you have no recollection of being 
concerned about protests prior to the protests in Cairo. Is that fair? 

A What I can't recall now is whether the chronology of whether 
there were any or half dozen protests in the days before or whether 
they were all in the days after. I can't remember now. 

Q Okay. So when you said you were concerned days before the 
Cairo protests, you just were misremembering at that point? 

A I'm saying what I remember is that period, being concerned 
about it. 

Q Okay. And I'm asking you, you stated, this is what you 


said, that you were concerned days before the protest in Cairo. 
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Ms. Sawyer. Craigs he's verified to you -- 

Mr. Missakian . Heatherj please. We don't do this to you. 

Ms. Sawyer. And I rarely do it to youj but you've asked the same 
question four times. 

Mr. Missakian . I know, but I'm entitled to an answer to the 
question . 

Ms. Sawyer. I think he has answered that. Sitting here today, 
he does not recall whether it was the days preceding or the days 
following. He just recalls it was generally around that time. 

Mr. Missakian. I heard the same testimony you did. I just don't 
believe he answered my question. 

BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 


Q You said that you were concerned days before the Cairo 
protests about those protests? 

Mr. Kenny. I'm actually not sure -- I mean, we can go back to 
the tapes. I heard "provocative event." 

Mr. Su . Shall we just start over and maybe let him answer the 


question? 

Mr. Missakian. 



That would be fine. 

Do you want to reask the question? 


BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 


Q Right. If I misheard what you testified to earlier, that's 
fine, just tell me. But I thought I heard you say there were concerns 
about the protests before they occurred? 

A I think, at this removed, I can't remember the chronology 
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of when -- I do not remember when I first learned of the videos 
existence, and I do not remember when I first learned of resulting 
unrest in the Muslim world, and I do not remember when the first protests 
began across the region. I do remember that in that period around 
September 11 of 2012, that it was a source of concern for me and for 
the Department as a whole that there was unrest in the Muslim world 
relating to this video. 

Q So other than the existence of the Cairo protest, were you 
aware of any other information -- I'm talking again about the night 
of September 11 -- that connected the video to what occurred in 
Benghazi? 

A I don't recall any specific piece of information. 

Q Okay. What do you recall discussing about the video with 

lake Sullivan that night, if anything? 

A I really don't recall a specific conversation, the details 
of any specific conversation in that regard. 

Q Do you recall generally how you were going to treat the video 
and any statements that were made about the attack? 

A As I said earlier, I think one of our goals was to lower 
the temperature in the world, in the region, and speak to widespread 
unrest, but beyond that, I don't recall any specific conversation. 

Q It's our understanding, and at some point that night, and 
I think you said this, that lake Sullivan came to your apartment? 

A That's correct. 


Q And there were others there as well? 
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A Connect. 

Q Fon the necond, could you identify those othens? 

and my 

colleagues . 

Q Wene you awane that night that the State Depantment had put 
out a statement about the attacks in Benghazi? 

A Yes . 

Q How did you become awane of that statement? 

A How did I become awane that it existed? 

Q Yes. 

A I don't necall. 

Q Do you necall if Mn. Sullivan bnought a copy of it with him? 

A He did not bning a copy with him. 

Q Why do you nememben that? 

A I don't nememben him bninging a copy with him. 

Q All night. Tell us about what occunned that evening in youn 
apantment? 

A So I invited and oven, lake had told me we had 

to stant wonking on nemanks fon the Secnetany, as we have discussed. 

and^^^ came oven, and we stanted bnainstonming what those nemanks 
could include. We bnainstonmed and discussed fon a peniod of houns. 
lake then joined us . And we sont of collectively sont of began dnafting 
and nevising and dnafting the statement until, you know, sont of the 
middle of the night. 

Q Othen than Mn. Sullivan and the infonmation he gave you. 








135 


25 

what other sources of information did you have about what had occurred 
in Benghazi? 

A Right. So lake was the primary source of information that 
night. I think there were other internal State Department emails that 
provided additional information. For example j we had to eulogize our 
colleagues that we lost, and we needed to gather information about their 
professional history, but I could not otherwise give you details about 
what those emails were or anything like that, but lake was the primary 
source of information. 

Q Were you on the ops alert distribution list? 

A Yes . 

Q To the extent ops alerts were sent out that night, you would 
have had access to them? 

A As far as I know. I don't know whether ops sent out alerts 
that I didn't get. I frequently got ops alerts, and I believe I got 
them that night. 

Q In the course of your work on the Secretary's remarks, did 
you speak to anybody in the NEA Bureau? 

A I didn't speak to anyone other than, in NEA or on the phone 
or anything like that. I think that we -- I really can't remember. 

Q Did you speak to anybody that night about what had occurred 
in Benghazi other than lake Sullivan and the folks that were in the 
room with you? 

A I don't think so. I don't recall having any other 


conversation . 
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Q At any point in the evening^ was the talk of the video 
discussed? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. What do you recall about those discussions? 

A I don't recall details of what we discussed^ but I do recall, 
as I said, that it was in the context that we were approaching the night 
was there was this, there was unrest across the region and caused by 
the video, and that was the backdrop to which we were -- that was the 
context in which we were operating. So that would have been on my mind. 

Q What do you mean by that was the context in which you were 
operating? 

A I mean, I don't want to go back over everything I've said 
before, but -- 

Q I understand the facts that you were aware of . I understand 
that there was a protest in Cairo. What I don't understand is what 
you mean by "this was the context in which we were operating." 

A So one of the goals of the Secretary's remarks, in addition 
to honoring those we lost, would be to try to express American 
determination in our values and to lower the temperature across the 
region, because of the -- and the reason we needed to lower the 
temperature was there was unrest across the region that was a potential 
threat to American interests. 

Q I think I understand . So when you say "context, " you didn 't 
mean to suggest that you were attempting to link what had occurred in 
Cairo with what had occurred in Benghazi? 
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Mn. Su . Do you understand the question? 

Mn. I'm not sure I understand the question. 


BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 

Q Wellj you can make a statement in the context of what was 
happening in the region, or you could make a statement that suggests 
that there was a cause-and-effect relationship between what occurred 
in Cairo, and what occurred in Benghazi. 

A Oh, I don't recall any conversation like that. 

Mr. Su. Try to ask it this way: Do you recall any conversation 
that night in which there was an effort to link the issues in Cairo 
with the issues in Benghazi. Is that a fair -- 

Mr. Missakian . It's not actually what I'm asking. If you don't 
understand -- 


Mr. 



Do you want to clarify? 


BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 


Q I'm just asking, trying to get clarification on the term 
"context" and how it's being used here. So do you recall any 
conversations in which it was discussed that what had occurred in Cairo 
was somehow linked to what had occurred in Benghazi? 

A I don't recall a specific conversation like that. 

Q Do you recall having -- generally, that that was a topic 
of discussion? 

A I recall that that was the climate, the context, you know, 
of the day, but I don't recall a specific conversation, certainly not 
a specific conversation about cause or linkage, is what you asked. I 
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don't recall a conversation like that. 

Q Let me ask you this then. Did you personally believe that 
what had occurred in Cairo that day was somehow connected to what had 
occurred in Benghazi? 

A I'm trying to remember. I think that what I recall 
believing iSj based on the information I had at the time^ was that both 
events were playing out against the same backdrop of unrest across the 
region^ and that is as far as my recollection goes of what I believed 
at the time. 

Q Did you understand there to be protests outside the State 
Department facility in Benghazi prior to the facility attack that 
night? 

A As I recall -- yes. Well, we should clarify that. It was 
hours after the attack. You know, I was learning information as the 
night went on, but at some point, I think that was my impression. I 
couldn't recall for you any details about that. 

Q Okay. At some point that was your impression. At some 
point that night, or at some point in the days and weeks after? 

A That night. 

Q So was that your impression prior to finishing work on the 

statement? 

A Yes . 

Q And do you recall what that impression was based upon? 

A I do not. 

Q Do you recall if anybody else in the room shared that 
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impression? 

A I wouldn't want to speak for anyone else. I couldn't speak 
for anyone else. 

Q But you don't recall any discussions about it among the 
group? 

A I don't recall any discussion. 

Q All right. Tell us about the process of drafting the 
statement. For example, where did lake Sullivan come into the process? 
Did you have an initial draft ready and then he came in and took part 
in editing? What was the chronology there, if you recall? 

A As I said, and and I were there first. We were 

brainstorming. As part of the brainstorming process, we drafted 
sentences, paragraphs, moved things around. I don't recall when we 
had a rough draft, but it was largely a brainstorming process, and I 
couldn't tell you when lake arrived or what the status of the draft, 
if any, was. 

Q Do you recall that Mr. Sullivan had suggested mentioning 
the video in the statement prior to him arriving? 

A I don't recall. I'm sorry. 

Q Do you recall anything he said on the subject once he got 
to your apartment? 

A I just don't. 

Q Do you recall anything anyone else said on the subject of 
the video during the evening? 

A No. All these years later, I don't. 
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Q And in youn mind, and I know you've talked about this, but 
just for the record -- well, let me do it this way: What I'd like to 
do is mark as exhibit 1 to this transcribed interview a multi-page 
document. This is the same document that was marked previously . I've 
got fewer copies now. We can share. 

Exhibit No. 1 

Was marked for identification.] 


BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 

Q Mr. this is a multi-page document. The first 

page is an email at the top from lake Sullivan to what we believe to 
be Hillary Clinton, September 24, 2012. The pages after the first 
email appear to be a compilation of statements made by the Secretary 
that involve some reference to the attacks in Benghazi. If you could 
just flip through this and identify if it's here, the statement that 
you worked on with the group on the evening of September 11 and into 
the morning of September 12? 

A Yes. I don't see page numbers, so this, at the bottom 
corner is says State SEB0045476, remarks on the deaths of American 
personnel in Benghazi, Libya, September 12, 2012. 

Q If you could, just take your attorney's pen and mark your 
initials next to the statement so the record is clear that that's the 
statement we're referring to. 

Mr. Su . So for the record, he's marked that statement on that 
particular Bates number for the sole purpose of identifying the remarks 
that he participated in developing the night of September 11. 
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BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 

Q Is that accurate? 

A It is. 

Q So let's flip to the second page in that series j fifth 
paragraph down^ the paragraph that begins "There will be more time later 
to reflect." That paragraph. Do you see it? 

A I do. 

Q And the third sentence saySj "We are working to determine 

the precise motivations and methods of those who carried out this 
assault." And then it continues, "Some have sought to justify this 
vicious behavior along with protests that took place at our Embassy 
in Cairo yesterday as a response to inflammatory material posted on 
the Internet." Do you see that sentence? 

A I do. 

Q Okay. What was the purpose for including that sentence in 
this statement? 

A You read two sentences. Which one are you asking me about? 

Q Thank you. What was the purpose for including the two 

sentences in the statement? 

Mr. Su . And he is, of course, asking from your point of view, 
if you recall. 

Mr. Right. You know, as I said earlier, the goals of 

our statement were to honor those who fell, to address the unrest in 
the region, to express American determination and adherence to our 
values. So these sentences were included to advance those goals, but 
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I couldn't tell you more about those specific sentences. 

BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 

Q So at some point that evening^ a draft of the statement was 
completed; and I understand that it was then circulated for review. 
Did you take part in that process of circulating the statement to others 
for review? 

A Could you clarify what you mean by "taking part"? 

Q For example j if previously stated that she took 

the draft statement and sent it by email to others to review -- she 
couldn't remember who, but she recalled sending that -- possibly some 
of those individuals who received it may have sent comments back, and 
there may have been a back and forth about changes to the draft you 
all had prepared. So that's what I mean. Did you take part in the 
process of reviewing the statement that was prepared? 

A Got it. In the morning I went over our draft with lake 
again, and made edits in the morning. 

Q And were the edits that were made based on conversations 
with anybody, or was it you woke up and looked at it and thought it 
could be said better? 

A I did not have any other conversations with others. My 
understanding is that lake did, but I don't know the details of those 
conversations . 

Q Okay. Did he discuss those conversations with you? 

A He said, you know, we have to keep making edits. He didn't 

tell me the substance of the conversations he had had, just that there 
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were more edits to make. 

Q Okay. What kind of edits? 

A I can'tj you knowj all these yeans laten^ tell you which 
sentences we changed, but the only thing that I remember is, I think 
the formulation "heavily-armed militants" we added that morning in his 
office. But I could not beyond that give you chapter and verse about 
what we changed. 

Q So specifically, what line and paragraph are you referring 
to with that change? Do you recall? 

A The second sentence of the statement. 

Q So again, just so the record is clear, if you could borrow 
your attorney's pen and put brackets around the language that you recall 
being added the next morning. 

A I have done so. 

Q Thank you. Do you recall how that sentence read the night 
before? 

A I do not. 

Q Do you recall why that change was made? 

A I do not. 

Q What, if anything, did Mr. Sullivan say about why that 
change should be made? 

A I don't recall. I don't recall the conversation. That's 
the only phrase that stuck in my memory as having been added that 
morning, but I don't recall why or how. 

Q Why is it, do you think, you recall that particular change? 
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A I couldn't say. 

Q Is that a term that you had used befonej the term 
"heavily-anmed militants"? 

A That I had used before? 

Q Yeah. 

A I don't recall. 

Q Is that language you believe that he suggested? 

A Yes . 

Q Did you have the sense that this change was a result of 
conversations he had had with other people within the State Department? 

A We would have to ask him. He saidj Here are the edits I 
want to make, and we made them. 

Q And beyond that one, you can't recall any others? 

A No. 

Q Do you recall about what time that change was made? 
Obviously, it was before the remarks were given. 

A Right. I think around 8 a.m., but I can't be sure. 

Q Now if you could, flip to the second page. This is a page 

marked 45475 at the bottom. 

A Yes . 

Q There's a statement at the top, the title is "Statement on 
the Attack in Benghazi." The date is September 11, 2012. My 
understanding is this statement was issued by the State Department at 
10 p.m. on September 11. 

A Okay. 
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Q Pnion to today, have you seen this statement? 

A Yes . 

Q When did you see it? 

A I saw it when it came out, so around 10 o'clock. 

Q So at 10 o'clock that night. I gather at that point you 

were at your apartment working on the statement? 

A Yes . 

Q Did you have any part in drafting the statement? 

A You know, I really don't remember. 

Q Do you recall this statement being discussed in the context 
of what would be written in the statement you did work on? 

A What I recall about this is that it says we have confirmed 
that one of our State Department officers was killed. What I recall 
is we didn't know what had happened to Chris Stevens. And I recall 
knowing that the statement, this paper statement, would address the 
one person lost because we didn't know about what was the status of 
the second person. That's what I recall about it. 

Q Okay. But as far as you sit here today, you had no part 
in the drafting or discussion about content? 

A I'm not saying I didn't. I just don't recall. 

Q Back to the review process of the statement that you did 
participate in. Do you recall anything about that other than your 
discussions with Mr. Sullivan the next morning? 

A That's all I recall. 

Q All right. What I'd now like to do is go through the other 
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statements in this compilation and ask you if you had any pant in 
drafting them. So I think we can just go page by page here. We have 
already obviously done the two on the second page. I take that back. 
Let's go to the second one on the second page^ "Statement on the Death 
of American Personnel in Benghazi, Libya." Did you take part in 
drafting that statement? 

A I believe I did. 

Q Okay. Let's skip ahead to the page marked 45478. Do you 
recall taking part in drafting that statement? 

A Yes, I did. 

Q Do you recall having any conversations with anybody about 
the content of this statement? 

A Yes. I recall doing some research, I could not tell you 
with whom or where, to get the biographical information. And I recall 
asking for the appropriate way to refer to the employment status of 
these two men. 

Q Let's flip to the next one. This is now the Remarks of the 
Opening Plenary of the U.S. -Morocco Strategic Dialogue, dated 
September 13, 2012. Did you take part in drafting any portion of this 
statement? 

A I don't believe that I worked on this one. 

Q lust generally, at any point during the week, that week, 

meaning September 11, all the way to the weekend, do you recall 
receiving any information about the identity of the attackers in 
Benghazi or their motivations? 
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Mr. 



You say receive information? 


BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 


Q Yeah. 

A No. I don't recall. I don't recall receiving 

information . 

Q Do you recall receiving any classified briefings or 

classified intelligence reports during that week? 

A No. 


Q Is that something you normally would have received and 
reviewed? 


A No. 

Q All right. Let's keep going. Now we're at page 45482. 
The "Remarks at Reception Marking/' if you can help me pronounce it. 
A "Eid ul-Fitr." 

Q Also dated September 13, 2012. Did you have any part in 

drafting any of the Secretary's remarks that are reflected here? 

A I don't believe I had the pen on this one. 

Q Okay. Let's flip forward then to page marked 45485. The 

title here, "Remarks at the Transfer of Remains Ceremony to Honor Those 
Lost in Attacks in Benghazi, Libya," now dated September 14, 2012. 
What role, if any, did you play -- 

A I did here. I did write these ones. 




148 


38 

Q Did you have any discussions with anybody on the topic of 
how the identity of the attackers on their motive should be reflected 
in these remarks or were not reflected? 

A I don't recall -- I don't recall any conversation like that. 

Q Do you know one way or another whether or not Secretary 

Clinton herself reviewed the statement that you prepared on the night 

of September 11 before delivering it? 

A Yes, she read it. 

Q Okay. And how do you know that? Were you present? 

A Yes . 

Q Tell us about that. What happened? 

A It was when we had a final draft, we printed it, handed it 

to her, she read it quietly, took a moment, and then walked out and 
delivered it. 

Q All right. Do you know if she had had any input prior to 
that reading? 

A I did not have any conversations with her. I don't know 
beyond that. 

Q Do you know if Cheryl Mills had any input? 

A I didn't have any conversations with her, and I don't know 
beyond that. 

Q Please flip to page marked 45490. These are "Remarks With 

Indonesian Foreign Minister," dated September 20, 2012. Did you have 

any role in drafting any portion of these remarks? 

A I honestly don't remember. 
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Q Okay. Let's flip to, now page 45495. These are "Remarks 
With Pakistani Foreign Minister," now dated September 21, 2012. 

A I don't recall whether I wrote them or not. 

Q Now, with regard to these remarks, in paragraph 5, we now 
see the word "terrorist attack" used and the word "terrorist." I 
read -- 

A I see it. 

Q I read the other statements, and to my reading, those terms 
were not used prior to this statement on the 21st. I 'm just going based 
on what's in this compilation. 

Do you recall any discussions with regard to whether or not to 
use the word "terrorist" in connection with the Benghazi attacks at 
any point in time? 

A I remember the President using the phrase "It was an act 
of terror" on the 12th, but I don't remember any internal conversation 
about the phrasing that we would use in those days. 

Q Is that what you recall about the President's remarks, that 
he called it -- called it an act of terror? 

A That's what I recall. 

Q Okay. Have you read those statements recently? 

A No. 

Q So with regard to the use by the Secretary, are you 
suggesting that the word now appears in here because of the President's 
remarks? 

A I'm not -- 
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Q Why were you connecting it? 

A I'm not suggesting that. I'm simply suggesting that I 
remember -- I remember him using that phrase. I do not remember -- I 
guess j I mention that because you asked about the word "terrorist." 
I do not remember any internal conversation about that word. 

Q Do you remember any internal conversations about the use 
of that word divorced from what occurred in Benghazi just in general? 

A You mean in other situations? 

Q Sure, just in general in the State Department. Is there 
a word that could be used only in certain context, anything like that? 

A No, it was used pretty interchangeably with "violent 
extremist" or other similar phrasing, so no, I don't remember it being, 
you know, not any particular conversation like that. 

Q Okay. Could we go off the record for a second? 

[Discussion off the record.] 

BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 

Q Let's go back on the record. 

Mr. now going beyond December 11 up to that following 

Sunday when Ambassador Rice appeared on the talk shows. Do you 
recall -- what do you recall, if anything, about discussing the role 
of the video in the attacks in Benghazi, whether there was a protest 
in Benghazi prior to the attack? Do you recall anything on those 
topics? 

A In relation to Susan Rice? 

Q No, not in relation to Susan Rice. I just use that as an 
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end point in the discussion. Dust that week. 

A Would you ask it again then? 

Q Sure. 

A I got distracted by the Susan Rice part. 

Q Right. In the period between the morning of September 12th 
and Sunday, September 16th, do you recall taking part in any 
discussions where the topic of discussion was, in whole or in part, 
whether the video was connected to the attacks in Benghazi or whether 
there was a protest in Benghazi prior to the attacks? 

A I really don't. I really do not remember a conversation 
like that. 

Q Do you recall ever discussing what had occurred in Benghazi 
with anybody in the NEA bureau? 

A In that time period? 

Q Yes . 

A I do not recall discussing -- if your question is -- I think 

how you put it was -- will you just say again whether was the motivations 
or what was the question? 

Q Sure. Whether the video had any connection to what 
occurred in Benghazi or whether there was a protest in Benghazi prior 
to the attacks. 

A I did not discuss with anyone in any -- I don't remember 
discussing with anyone in NEA those questions. 

Q Now, at some point, did you come to learn that there was 
not, in fact, a protest that preceded the attacks in Benghazi? 
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A No, I never came to leann that, as fan as I recall. 

Q Okay. So my telling you that here today is the first time 

you are hearing that or learning that? 

A I am aware of the controversy, and I'm aware -- I certainly 
recall hearing that topic hotly debated. I myself don't have 
independent knowledge and not sure. You know, at this point, I 
couldn't tell you anything beyond what's, you know, in the public 
record. 

Q Okay. So just so I understand, at no point while you were 
employed at the State Department did you come to learn that there was 
no protest? 

A Oh, no, no. Not that I recall. 

Q Do you recall watching Ambassador Rice make her appearances 
on the Sunday talk shows? 

A I don't believe I did watch that. 

Q Afterwards, did you read any transcripts of her statements? 

A I don't believe I read a -- ever read a full transcript of 

the interview. As a consumer of news, I was aware, you know, especially 
when it became a controversy, I was aware of that, and I, you know, 
certainly recall now I knew that she spoke to it. 

Q So you do recall becoming aware of the controversy -- 

A Yes . 

Q -- surrounding her remarks? 

A Yes . 

Q Again, just for the sake of the court reporter, one at a 
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time . 

How did you become awane of that controversy? 

A As I saidj I'm a consumer of news and a follower of current 
events. Beyond thatj I couldn't recall specifically where I read or 
learned about that controversy. 

Q Do you recall having any discussions about it with your 
State Department colleagues? 

A No, I do not. 

Q What do you recall of the nature of the controversy to be? 

A Well, from this removed, I recall there being public 

controversy over the word "spontaneous," and the -- I guess the word 
"protest," and I honestly don't remember the full extent of what she 
said beyond that, but I remember there being a controversy. 

Q Okay. Was that a subject that was covered in preparing 
Secretary Clinton to appear before Congress in lanuary 2013? 

A I can only speak to my role, which was in helping with the 
opening statement, and I don't -- I have not gone back to review that, 
and I do not recall her -- it being in the opening statement, and I 
don't recall discussing it. But again, I haven't reviewed it, so I 
can't be sure. 

Q Do you recall any discussions concerning the video, 
concerning the protest, concerning the motive of the attackers, 
anything like that in the context of preparing that statement for 
Congress? 

A No, I don't recall that aspect of it. 
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Q Do you recall at all the administration ' s version of events 
changing over time? 

Mr. Su. So that's a bit of a broad question. I'm not sure how 
he -- I mean -- 

Mr. Missakian . Why don't we give him a chance. 

Mr. Su . Okay. 

Mr. Do I recall the administration's version of the 

events changing over time^ that's the question? 

BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 


Q Yes. 

A I mean, I can really only speak for, you know -- well, I 
guess are you asking me like a consumer of news or as, like, in my role 
at the State Department? 

Q We're just talking about you. I can get to how, you know, 
you learned of it later, but I'm just asking you, if you became aware 
of it? 

Mr. Su . Well, Craig, I mean, I don't know how he answers that 
question, and I'll just say it again, I mean, is he aware of the -- in 
what capacity, do you have a specific point of reference? I'm just 
not sure how he -- and that assumes a fact that I'm not sure he's agreed 
to, which is that the administration did change positions, so, you know, 
if you ask a question, he'll answer it. 

BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 

Q That's one way to answer it. You can say, "Mr. Missakian, 
I'm not aware of any change in the administration's version of what 
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occunned in Benghazi." Is that youn testimony here today? 

A No. I meaOj I'm -- you knowj as I recall -- I mean^ the 
Secretary said on the 12th, we are learning about the motivations and 
methods of what --of the attackers here, and I believe that to be true 
and that, you know, I didn't -- I was not involved in this, but I believe 
the senior officials to have -- continue to do their best to fill in 
the information with the picture of the information they had, but I 
only say that as a consumer of news, and from years later trying to 
remember, you know, what was said when in public, but I can't really 
say much more than that. 

Q Okay. So I just want to understand. Are you aware that 
the administration's version of events changed over time? And that's 
a simple yes-or-no question. If you're not aware of it, please say 
it, and we'll move on. 

A I am aware that the administration -- you know, that more 
was learned over time, but that's -- beyond that, I really --I'm not 
aware of who learned what when. I just don't know. 

Q Do you recall having any conversations with anybody about 
anything Susan Rice said on the Sunday talk shows? 

A No. 

Q Do you recall having any conversations with anybody about 
how to -- I'll withdraw that question. Did Susan Rice's comments 
factor in at all in the statements the Secretary was making about the 
Benghazi attacks? 

A Not that I worked on, not that I know of. 
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Q Thank you. I don't have any further questions. 

A Thank you. 

Ms. Sawyer. I thinks if you'd just give us a sec to switch seats j 
we can do itj and make sure everyone has water and what else they needj 
and I don't know that we need a lengthy break or anything^ unless you 
are going to -- 

Mr. Su . We are ready. 

Ms . Sawyer. Good . 

Mr. Kenny. Mr. you all set? 

Mr. 

Mr. Kenny. You guys good? We'll go back on the record. The 
time now reads 3:13. This will begin the majority's portion of the 
questioning^ and -- 

Mr. Chipman. Minority's. 

Mr. Kenny. I'm sorry. For one^ I could strike that. The 
minority's questioning. Thank you for the clarification. 

EXAMINATION 

BY MR. KENNY: 

Q Mr. just on behalf of Ranking Member Cummings and 

all the Democrat members, we would like to take the opportunity to thank 
you for appearing here today, and extend the remarks that were issued 
to you earlier. We know that the attacks have taken a toll on many 
in the Department and those who view the Department as a family, and 
so obviously, we want to try to be as respectful as possible, while 
at the same time, gathering information the committee deems is 
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necessary in order to conclude its investigation. 

lust take a quick moment to reintroduce myself. My name is Peter 
Kenny. I 'm with the minority staff . I ' m joined here by chief counsel j 
Heather Sawyer. And again^ we just appreciate your willingness to be 
here today. Thank you. 

A Thank you. 

Q I'd like to pick up where we left in the last rounds where 
we were walking through a series of statements that the Secretary had 
issued. They're either statements, public remarks, speeches. This 
is exhibit 1. You were asked to comment or describe your participation 
in a series of -- the succession of these. And for a number of these, 
I had in my notes that you couldn't recall whether you participated, 
or you couldn't recall the extent to which you may have made specific 
edits and specific line edits to the speeches, to the remarks. 

And I was hoping just to get your sense, you know, we are 3 years 
removed now from the events in question, and I was just wondering 
whether -- the passage of time, whether you could just provide for us, 
generally, your sense of your recollection of those specific edits and 
of the night in general, just based on the passage of time? 

A Are you asking about the edits to the statement on the 
morning of September 12th? 

Q So for any of these where you've identified that you did 
participate, and you were asked about specific edits you may have had, 
I thought I recall you indicating that you didn't have specific 
recollection about some of those, and so my question to you is just. 



158 


48 

I thought I'd heard that you referenced back that this has now been 

3 yearSj and so my question to you is whether the passage of time^ how 
that's affected your ability to recollect j with specificity^ these 
edits you've been asked about? 

A Ohj yes. Wellj it has been 3 years. I wrote a lot of words 
in this job. These are some of them. And I cannot now, you 
know -- there are certain phrases that I remember having worked on, 
but I can't, you know, all these years later, you know, really go through 
and say, well, this edit happened for this reason or not. It's just 
beyond my memory. 

Q No, thank you. That ' s helpful . You know, as we understand 
it, the Secretary operates in a very public role as the face for the 
administration and implementor of our foreign policy. And so our 
understanding is also that she or he would also issue a number of 
statements or remarks frequently. Is that accurate? 

A Absolutely. 

Q Okay. And then over the course of your tenure, you said 
you were at the State Department for 4 years, I believe? 

A Correct. 

Q And a speech writer for that entire period? 

A Yes. I spent 2 years in the Office of Strategic 

Communications in the Bureau of Public Affairs, and 2 years in the 
speech writing office of Policy Planning, but my responsibilities all 

4 years were as a speech writer to the Secretary. 

Q Okay. And during your 4 years as a speech writer, whether 
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serving in one office on the other, do you have any recollection of 
how many speeches or statements you may have worked on, you may have 
prepared yourself? 

A Gosh, a lot. I couldn't give you a number, but you are 
correct. She -- the Secretary spoke frequently, issued many paper 
statements also, and I had a hand in many of them, and so I couldn't 
begin to count, actually, but a lot. 

Q Would you say dozens? 

A Hundreds. Several each week. 

Q And sitting here today, if I were to show you the final 
version of either a statement or a prepared speech, do you think you'd 
be able to share with us what specific edits or what that editing process 
was like for that speech, just as a general matter? 

A Some are more memorable than others, but it's been so many 
years that it's very difficult to go back and reconstruct how, you know, 
specifically step by step how a speech gets edited, especially when 
you've written so many and it's been so many years. 

Q When you say some may be more memorable than others, would 
you count these types of statements or speeches in that regard? 

A I would say that the remarks of September 12th were 
memorable, important, but what I also said it was, which is it has been 
3 years, and I don't remember all the specifics of which edit, of each 
edit . 

Q Okay. Thank you. lust roughly, briefly, before we move 
on, and I know that there was a question about the word "context" in 
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the last hour. 

A Yeah. 

Q Context is something that we generally find to be helpful 
in understanding the events and circumstances surrounding the events 
of the attackSj as well as the administration's response. And I was 
hoping whether you could help us understand what sorts or types of 
challenges youj in the speech writing office^ and your colleagues in 
the speech writing office, were facing during this period, and by this 
period, I mean from when you learned of the attacks through the last 
of the remarks or speeches that you were shown in exhibit 1? 

A Well, you know, as I said earlier, you know, one of 
the -- part of the context here was unrest across the Middle East, North 
Africa, and beyond, protests in many countries sparked by an 
inflammatory video. There was a scary situation in Tunisia at our 
embassy. There was a scary situation in Sudan. There were protests 
in many countries. 

Q Uh-huh. 

A Part of my job as a speech writer in that period was to help 
craft remarks for the Secretary that would address that instability, 
lower the temperature, deny oxygen to -- or limit the oxygen to these 
issues, not inflame the situation more, and as I said, to express 
American determination and our values. 

Q You used a phrase just a moment ago about not giving oxygen, 
or denying oxygen to these events. Could you just elaborate on what 
you mean by that? 
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A I just mean you have to decide, when you're speaking to a 
global audience, and for me, as a speech writer, as I'm helping prepare 
remarks for a global audience, the tone that you ' re going to take, which 
issues you ' re going to address and with which prominence, and sometimes 
it is helpful to talk about -- to take on a problem and sort of work 
your way through it, and sometimes doing that and talking a lot about 
an issue that's causing, say, unrest will just draw more attention to 
it and cause more unrest, and so you have to try to calibrate and balance 
in your public remarks, in your public presentation, the right way to 
do that to advance U.S. interests and values around the world, and so 
that's what I mean by oxygen. 

Sometimes, you know, the job of the speech writer and 
communications, in general, you know, in that global setting, is to 
strike that right balance on sort of behalf of American interests. 

Q Thank you. That's helpful. In the last round, you had 
also indicated, or you had referenced the burning of a Koran before, 
and what specifically were you referring to? 

A I recall an incident in -- there was a pastor in Florida 
who threatened to burn a Koran and drew worldwide notice, and then I 
think eventually did. And also, through worldwide notice, these were 
issues, you know, of concern, for me at least. 

Q And was that something that you had specifically dealt with 
in your capacity as a speech writer at the Department? 

A I don't recall now in this room whether I ever wrote 
something about that, but I remember being aware and concerned about 
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it. 

Q You were asked about your general awareness of when a 
YouTube video may have begun circulated^ or first been posted onto 
YouTube as well as the effect that that may have on the region. I would 
just like to ask, were you aware -- I just want to drill down a little 
bit -- that the video had been posted on YouTube that summer? Was that 
something that you're aware of? 

A You know, as I said earlier, I can't remember now the 
chronology of when I became aware of the video's existence, when I 
became aware that it was causing unrest in the region, and when various 
protests started across the region. I am -- what I recall now is that 
in that period, there -- that it was causing significant unrest around 
the world. That's what I remember. 

Q I would like to shift to your recollection of the drafting 
process on the night of the 11th and the morning -- into the early 
morning of the 12th. You described a drafting session that occurred, 
took place at your residence, and I recall you were being asked a 
specific question about press reporting that night, and I wanted to 
reconcile that, because I thought I later heard you say that you were 
a consumer of the press. And I believe I had my notes that you didn't 
have a specific recollection of a specific news report from that night, 
but do you remember generally being aware of press reporting on the 
night of the attacks? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. And what's the basis for that recollection? Do you 
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recall there perhaps being a television on in the background that news 
alerts would have been coming into somebody's inbox? 

A I do not recall a television being on^ but -- and I do not 
recall a specific news story that I would have -- that I read that nighty 
but I do recall being on the Internet j you knowj reading -- I don't 
recall any specificSj but I do recall sort of there is an event 
unfolding j I was interested to know what the -- what was in the public 
domain^ what are people saying about it. That iSj of course, if you're 
a speech writer, that's important context to know, what is the climate 
in which you're writing. 

Q So if I understand you correctly, it sounds like in order 
to do your job effectively, you need to be reading for this. 

A Yes, yes. 

Q Okay. And so your understanding is you would have then been 
reading the news; you just don't have a specific recollection? 

A I do not have a specific recollection of I read this story, 
I read that story. 

Q If you could take a look at -- referring back to exhibit 1. 
So these are the remarks, and I just -- just so the record is completely 
clear, these are the remarks that I believe you indicated that you had 
participated in the drafting of at your residence, and these are the 
same remarks that the Secretary then delivered on camera? 

A The ones marked, "Remarks on the Death of American Personnel 
in Benghazi, Libya, September 12th, 2012." 

Q Okay. And to the extent that there are two statements that 
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preceded here in this chronology^ which was prepared 

it appears, was your understanding that there had been two public 

statements that had been issued prior to the delivery of these remarks? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. 

A These are paper statements. The first -- the remarks on 
the 12th are the ones that she delivered in person. 

Q And in the last round, you described what you viewed as the 
purpose of the goals that these remarks -- that these remarks would 
serve. I guess, well, let me ask my question this way: Was one of 
the purposes to deliver a definitive accounting of the attacks that 
took place that night? 

A No. 

Q To provide every single detail about the attacks? 

A No. 

Q Okay. And to the extent that you would include factual 

information about the attacks, how did you decide which information 
you should include? 

A It's a good question. I think it is definitely true, as 
just discussed, that the goal was not to provide a definitive accounting 
of the facts, and, you know, as she said, we were still -- there would 
be time to reflect later and that we were still learning about the 
motivations and methods. 

So, I think we were -- that was our -- that was our guide. 

We -- and I can't recall conversations about specifically put this fact 



165 


55 

in, don't put this fact in, but I do recall that sentiment, that we 
didn't need to provide a definitive accounting of the facts, and that 
that was not the goal of this statement, and that we -- there would 
be time to reflect later and that we were still learning about 
motivations and methods. 

So we said all that, and beyond that, I can't recall, you know, 
the specific in-and-out discussion. 

Q And in a statement like this, you know, you were directed 
to the fifth paragraph on the second page. It appears to be towards 
the bottom of the speech. As a speech writer, would you generally tend 
to, when you wrote a speech for the Secretary to deliver, put the most 
important information up front for the Secretary to deliver? In other 
words, is there some meaning to how information is presented in a speech 
in the order in which it's presented? 

A I wouldn't want to draw too broad a generalization about 
that. As a -- different speeches have different structure. 

Q What about here? And the reason I'm asking, the very first 
paragraph, the first two sentences indicate that there was an attack, 
and then that second sentence, which you were asked about in the 
previous round reads, quote, "Heavily armed militants assaulted the 
compound and set fires to our buildings," close quote. And you know, 
to us, our reading, that appears to be a fairly strong statement that's 
up front, and I just was trying to get your sense, or your reaction, 
to why language like that would be inserted not only in the speech, 
but at the beginning, very beginning of the speech? 
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A So, I think the balance that as a speech writer, I would 
try to strike in this situation is between what we just said, which 
is the goal of this speech is not --or these remarks are not to provide 
a definitive factual record. 

The goals are, as I said earlier, to honor those who fell, to 
express American determination and values, to lower the temperature 
around the world, and speak to a global audience, balanced against the 
need that the audience needs to know what she's talking about. So the 
audience was waking up in the morning, and the Secretary is giving 
remarks. The first two sentences reflect, you don't know what we're 
talking about, we're telling you what we're talking about, but beyond 
that, I think, you know, that's the balance to strike. 

Q Okay. And -- so I would like to direct your attention now 
to the language that you referred to in the last hour, the sentence 
reads, quote, "Some have sought to justify this vicious behavior along 
with the protest that took place at our embassy in Cairo yesterday as 
a response to inflammatory material posted on the Internet," close 
quote . 

And you ' ve been asked your opinions, your beliefs about a protest, 
about a video, about whether -- the use of the word "terrorism," your 
recollection of that. And my question to you is, this sentence here, 
which is substantially similar to the sentence that appears in the very 
first public statement, did you view that as in competition with the 


first or second sentence of the remarks? 



BY MR. KENNY: 


Q Okay. So it was accurate j or did you believe it to be 
accurate both that this firsts I'm sorry^ the second sentencOj 
"Heavily-armed militants assaulted the compound and set fire to our 
buildings, and some have sought to justify this vicious behavior as 
a response to inflammatory materials on the Internet. " You viewed both 
of those as accurate at the time? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. 

Ms. Sawyer. Did you view them in any way as mutually exclusive? 

Mr. No. I didn't then and I don't now. I think that, 

you know, what I believed then is what the Secretary said, which is 
we were still learning about the motivations and methods. And I don't 
today, sitting here, claim to have any, you know, perfect knowledge 
about motivations of every person who participated in that attack. But 
there doesn't seem to me today to be any contradiction between some 
people -- some people being motivated having multiple motivations, or 
some being motivated by one thing and another by another thing . I don ' t 
see any contradiction between -- and certainly not between the fact 
that some have sought to justify the suspicious behavior with the idea 
that there were heavily-armed militants there. 
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BY MR. KENNY: 

Q So you've been asked a little bit about specific underlying 
information to support or undergird your beliefs. And I'd just like 
to askj at the time, do you recall having some sort of evidentiary basis 
in order to confirm that those statements were accurate? 

A I relied primarily for information on lake Sullivan. And 
was guided by the best information I had at the time. 

Q And would that have been inappropriate in these 
circumstances? Can you just describe for us, for instance, the 
relationship between the speech writing team and lake Sullivan, who 
I understand was the deputy chief of staff and later became also the 
director for policy planning. 

A And by this point was director of policy planning. 

He was our boss. The speech writing staff was housed in the 
Office of Policy Planning. lake was the director of policy planning. 
He was very hands-on in the speech writing process. He was our primary 
conduit for guidance on policy and what was the Secretary's -- what 
the Secretary wanted to say at any given day. And so it was both 
appropriate and not unusual that I would rely on a him as my primary 
source of information. 

Q And with specific respect to these remarks which were 
delivered in the treaty room on September 12, do you recall anyone 
either in your original drafting session or later raising concerns that 
any of the information here or any proposed edits were inaccurate? 

A No. I do not recall anything like that. 
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Q Okay. And just to close out, this speech we had talked 
about some of the goals that you believed were your guiding principles 
for drafting this speech. And I'd just like to ask: Was it your 
opinion at the time that you felt that these remarks fulfilled those 
goals? 

A Yes . 

Q And just to follow up a little bit with that, and you may 
have already answered this question, but the specific line "some have 
sought to justify," if you've already explained it, I apologize. But 
explain to us how that line fit in with the overall goals that you 
described earlier? 

A One of the goals that I mentioned for these remarks was to 
address a global audience and lower the temperature in a period of 
unrest across North Africa, the Middle East, and the Muslim world. 
That unrest was related to the inflammatory video. And so this 
sentence related to that goal. 

I also mentioned the goal of being -- reaffirming American values 
in the world. And I think that this part of the speech was about that 
as well. 

BY MS. SAWYER: 

Q So in terms of you said sometimes there's a balance between 
fighting, not with specific regard to this speech, but overall, when 
to mention something in order to lower the temperature, and when not 
to mention in order to deny -- I think the phrase you used was deny 
oxygen to the issue? 
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A Right. 

Q I don't know if there was concrete -- I'm not asking you 
necessarily whether you recall the concrete discussions about that 
balance here, but was there a sense that it was more important to mention 
it than to deny it, oxygen at this point in time, by refusing to mention 
it? 

A I think that -- and, again, I don't recall the specific 
conversations that night about this. But I think where we ended up 
reflected our best judgment about that balance. 

Q And that could have been a decision that changed over time, 
that balance and whether it was -- as the days progressed -- 

A Absolutely. 

Q -- as to whether -- 

A We were dealing with -- over the course of the following 

days and weeks, we were dealing with an unfolding situation . As I said, 
there were incidents at other embassies in other countries, in Tunisia 
and Sudan and elsewhere. It was an ongoing global crisis. And as I 
worked on remarks throughout the following days and weeks, that was 
an ongoing discussion about how best to address that situation. 

Q So a decision as to whether or not to mention, for example, 
the issues around the video in a particular speech versus deciding not 
to mention it, from your perspective, was driven by the factors that 
you've articulated here? 

A Absolutely. 

Q Were they ever driven by a desire to downplay the potential 
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nole of extremists on tennonists with particular regard to Benghazi^ 
because that ' s the one that the accusation has been made -- the calculus 
as to when to talk about the video and when notj were they ever driven 
by a desire to downplay the role of terrorists? 

A No. 

Q To deny that there might have been terrorists involved in 
the attack? 

A No. I was never part of a conversation like that. I 
certainly don't recall any, that being something that was discussed. 

BY MR. KENNY: 

Q I'd like to move forward. And I'll direct your attention 

to -- it's Bates number SCB --or document number SCB0045485. This 
is the September 14 ramp ceremony remarks. 

A Yes . 

Q And I believe you indicated that you had drafted this 
speech. Is that correct? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. And could you just describe for us what the goals 

of this speech were. You mentioned that previously with the treaty 
room remarks, could you just describe generally what this speech was 
to accomplish? 

A Sure. The goals were similar. But in this case, 
overwhelmingly, the goal was to honor those we had lost. Secondarily, 
as with the previous remarks, we were still speaking to a global 
audience. We were speaking in the middle of an ongoing crisis, a period 
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of instability. So the pnimany goal was to honor those we lost. 
Secondary goal was to address that global audience and the ongoing 
events in the region and beyond. 

Q And to your knowledge^ do you recall whether it was 
important for the Secretary to attend this event? 

A Yes. I meanj you knowj it depends based on whose judgement. 
I guess if you are asking my judgment, I thought it was -- 

Q Please. 

A -- important that she go. We had lost colleagues, and it 
was -- I went, and it was -- and a lot of other people did too. And 
it was an important moment. 

Q I'd like to direct your attention on the second page about 
four paragraphs in. And this paragraph, the last sentence reads, 
quote, "The president of the Palestinian Authority who worked closely 
with Chris when he served in lerusalem sent me a letter remembering 
his energy and integrity, and deploring, and I quote, 'an act of ugly 
terror, ' close quote. Many others from across the Middle East and 
North America have offered similar sentiments," closed quote. 

A North Africa. 

Q North Africa. I apologize. "Have offered similar 

sentiments," close quote. It appears here that the Secretary, 
although not in her direct voice, refers to an act of ugly terror. Is 
that your understanding as well? 

A Yes . 

Q And do you recall whether that specific phrase was included 
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in the first draft of the speech that you prepared? 

A Gosh. I can't remember the draft j how many -- whether this 

went through multiple -- I mean^ I don't remember the first drafts so 
I couldn't say. 

Q Do you remember any concern being raised about including 
that specific phrase? 

A No. I do not recall any concern about that. 

Q In the last round you were asked about the use of the term 

"terrorist/' and you had mentioned^ or indicated that you viewed that 
term somewhat interchangeably^ I believe^ with "extremists." Is 
that -- 

A Violent extremists. 

Q -- is that right? Violent extremists. 

A It was a common phrase in our lexicon. 

Q Okay. Thank you. So you were asked about your awareness 

of the controversy surrounding what Ambassador Rice had said on the 
five Sunday talk shows September 16. There also has been some public 
controversy over some of the Secretary's remarks. And I would just 
would like to begin by asking how you feel when you see or read those 
criticisms. And they may be particular statements or remarks that you 
had drafted. How do you feel when you see criticisms that they may 
be inaccurate or that were said they were intentionally inaccurate? 

A How I feel now today? 

Q Sure. 

A Are you -- well, I think as I said earlier, I don't see any 
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contradiction between what was -- you know, what we wrote in those 
remarks and what she said that this was an ugly act of terror, that 
there were heavily-armed militants, that there were some who sought 
to justify events because of an inflammatory video. I don't see any 
contradiction there. I feel proud of the remarks we wrote and the 
Secretary's leadership during a difficult time. Feel proud of my 
colleagues who pulled together, you know, after they lost friends and 
colleagues. And, you know, that's the -- that's -- when I look back, 
that's what I remember. 

Q So sitting here today, you're proud of the work that you 
accomplished? 

A Absolutely. 

Q Okay. It's further been alleged the administration 

created a false narrative with respect to the YouTube video that caused 
so much unrest, and insinuating that it played a direct role in the 
attack. And, again, I'd just like to ask for your response to that 
allegation and your thought on whether the administration created a 
false narrative? 

A I never heard anyone talk about anything like that . I never 
heard anyone talk about this in the context of politics. I never heard 
anyone say let's do anything other than be guided by the best 
information we have, and serve the American people the best we can. 
And so, no, I think that's way off base. 

Q And just to follow up on that, anyone else you worked with 
on this speech, any speech or any statement that was related to the 
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Benghazi attacks, ane you awane of anybody made any changes that were 
known at that time to be false? 

A Never. I am not awane of any -- I mean, I can only speak 
for myself. But I certainly didn't do that. And I'm not aware of 
anyone else doing that either. 

Q Okay. And so no one ever pressured you to make changes to 
any statement or speech about the Benghazi attacks that you believe 
to be false? 

A Absolutely not. 

Q And no one told you that they had been pressured to make 
changes that they knew were false? 

A Absolutely not. 

Q Okay. So at this point, we ' re going to shift gears a little 
bit, and in moving to this next section. I'll just preface by saying 
that this is the eighth Congressional investigation into the Benghazi 
attacks. And we feel certainly that it's our duty to ensure that it's 
the last. And in order to do that, we've been asking every witness 
about a series of public allegations that have been made since the 
attacks. It's our understanding that even where they have been 
answered by other investigations, our colleagues in the majority are 
pursuing them. And that's why we continue to ask about them. While 
anyone can speculate about the Benghazi attacks, and plenty of people 
have, only a limited universe of people have actual knowledge or 
evidence of what happened before, during, and after the attacks. 

What I'm going to ask you for is not your opinion or speculation. 
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but just whether you have any firsthand information. If you don't, 
we'll simply move to the next allegation. And there's about a dozen 
of these. So please bear with me. 

First, it's been alleged that Secretary of State Clinton 
intentionally blocked military action on the night of the attacks. One 
Congressman has speculated that, quote, "Secretary Clinton told Leon 
Panetta to 'stand down, ' " closed quote, and this resulted in the Defense 
Department not sending more assets to help in Benghazi. 

Do you have any evidence that Secretary of State Clinton ordered 
Secretary of Defense Panetta to stand down on the night of the attacks? 

A I do not. 

Q Do you have any evidence that Secretary of State Clinton 
issued any kind of order to Secretary of Defense Panetta on the night 
of the attacks? 

A No. I don't. 

Q It has been alleged that Secretary Clinton personally 

signed an April 2012 cable denying security to Libya. The Washington 
Post Fact Checker evaluated the claim and gave it Four Pinocchios, its 
highest award for false claims. 

Do you have any evidence that Secretary Clinton personally signed 
an April 2012 cable denying security resources to Libya? 

A No, I don't. 

Q Do you have any evidence that Secretary Clinton was 
personally involved in providing specific instruction on day-to-day 
security resources at Benghazi? 
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A No, I don't. 

Q It has been alleged that Secretary Clinton misrepresented 
or fabricated intelligence on the risk posed by Qadhafi to his own 
people in order to garner support for military operations in Libya in 
spring 2011. 

Do you have any evidence that Secretary Clinton misrepresented 
or fabricated intelligence on the risk posed by Qadhafi to his own 
people in order to garner support for military operations in Libya in 
the spring of 2011? 

A No, I don't. And I hadn't heard that one. 

Q It has been alleged that the U.S. mission in Benghazi 
included transferring weapons to Syrian rebels or to other countries. 
A bipartisan report issued by the House Permanent Select Committee on 
Intelligence found that, quote, "The CIA was not collecting and 
shipping arms from Libya to Syrian," close quote, and that they found, 
quote, "no support for this allegation," close quote. 

Do you have any evidence to contradict the House Intelligence 
Committee's bipartisan report finding that the CIA was not shipping 
arms from Libya to Syria? 

A No, I don't. 

Q Do you have any evidence that the U.S. facilities in 
Benghazi were being used to facilitate weapons transfers from Libya 
to Syria or to any other foreign country? 

A No. I don't. 

Q A team of CIA security personnel was temporarily delayed 
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from departing the annex to assist the Special Mission Compound on the 
night of the attacks. And there have been a number of allegations about 
the cause of and appropriateness of that delay. 

The House Intelligence Committee issued a bipartisan report 
concluding the team was not ordered to stand down^ but that there were 
tactical disagreements on the ground over how quickly to depart. 

Do you have any evidence that would contradict the House 
Intelligence Committee's finding that there was no stand-down order 
to CIA personnel? 

A I do not. 

Q Putting aside whether you personally agree with the 
decisionj or you feel it was right, do you have any evidence that there 
was a bad or improper reason behind the temporary delay of the CIA 
security personnel who departed the Annex to assist the Special Mission 
Compound? 

A No, I don't. 

Q Concern has been raised by one individual that in the course 
of producing documents to the Accountability Review Board, damaging 
documents may have been removed or scrubbed out of that production. 

Do you have any evidence that anyone at the State Department 
removed or scrubbed damaging documents from the materials or provided 
to the ARB? 

A No. I don't. 

Q Do you have any evidence that anyone at the State Department 
directed to anyone else at the State Department to remove or scrub 
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damaging document from the materials that were provided to the ARB? 

A No. 

Q Let me ask you questions also for documents that were 

provided to Congress . Do you have any evidence that anyone at the State 
Department removed or scrubbed damaging documents from the materials 
that were provided to Congress? 

A No. 

Q And it has been alleged that the CIA Deputy Director Mike 

Morell altered unclassified talking points about the Benghazi attacks 
for political reasons^ and that he then misrepresented his actions when 
he told Congress and the CIA that the CIA "faithfully performed our 
duties in accordance with the highest standards of objectivity and 
nonpartisanship. " 

Do you have any evidence that CIA Deputy Director Mike Morell gave 
false or intentionally misleading testimony to Congress about the 
Benghazi talking points? 

A No. 

Q Do you have any evidence that CIA Deputy Director Morell 

altered the talking points provided to Congress for political reasons? 

A No. 

Q It has been alleged that Ambassador Susan Rice made an 

intentional representation when she spoke on the Sunday talk shows 
about the Benghazi attacks. 

Do you have any evidence that Ambassador Rice intentionally 
misrepresented facts about the Benghazi attacks on the Sunday talk 
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shows? 

A No. 

Q It has been alleged that the President of the United States 

waSj quotej "virtually AWOL as commander in chief/' close quote^ on 
the night of the attacks^ and that he waSj quote^ "missing in action/' 
close quote. 

Do you have any evidence to support the allegation that the 
President was virtually AWOL as Commander in Chief or missing in action 
on the night of the attacks? 

A No. 

Q It has been alleged that a team of four military personnel 

at Embassy Tripoli on the night of the attacks were considering flying 
on a second plane to Benghazi were ordered by their superiors tOj quote^ 
"stand down/' close quote^ meaning to cease all operations. Military 
officials have stated that those four individuals were instead ordered 
to, quote, "remain in place," closed quote, in Tripoli to provide 
security and medical assistance in their current location. 

A Republican staff report issued by the House Armed Services 
Committee found that, quote, "There was no stand-down order issued to 
the U.S. military personnel in Tripoli who sought to join the fight 
in Benghazi," closed quote. 

Do you have any evidence to contradict the conclusion of the House 
Armed Services Committee that, quote, "There was no stand-down order 
issued to U.S. military personnel in Tripoli who sought to join the 
fight in Benghazi," closed quote? 
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A No. 

Q Last one. It has been alleged that the military failed to 
deploy assets on the night of the attacks that would have saved lives. 
HoweveCj former Republican Congressman Howard "Buck" McKeon, the 
former chairman of the House Armed Services Committeej conducted a 
review of the attacks, after which he stated, quote, "Given where the 
troops were, how quickly the thing all happened, and how quickly it 
dissipated, we probably couldn't have done more than we did," closed 
quote . 

Do you have any evidence to contradict Congressman McKeon's 
conclusion? 

A No. I do not. 

Q Do you have any evidence that the Pentagon had military 
assets available to them on the night of the attacks that could have 
saved lives, but the Pentagon leadership intentionally decided not to 
deploy? 

A No. 

BY MS. SAWYER: 

Q I think we're just about done. We appreciate your time. 
I don't know if our colleagues have some follow-up. But in terms 
of -- you've, I think, done a nice job giving us a generalized sense 
of kind of the factors that would go into what was included in any 
particular speech and explaining that those might have evolved over 
time. 

Today, you were shown only final versions of speeches. And that 
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was my understanding as well with Ms. You weren't shown any 

drafts. You know, it's my understanding that the committee does have, 
at least in some instances, drafts. With regard to those, we've 
reviewed them. We did not --we thought they were mostly 
self-explanatory. But had the committee had a question about any 
particular draft on a document in our possession, would you have been 
willing and able to try to explain to us with regard to things like 
seeking to achieve these goals, learn the temperature versus denying 
an issue oxygen, seeking not to inflame the situation anymore, 
displaying American resolve, to the best of your recollection, based 
on an actual document, what factored into it? 

A You know, based on my best recollection, I would try to be 
as helpful as I could. But, you know, as I said, it's hard 3 years 
later to reconstruct edit by edit. But I would be -- you know, so 
within my recollection, I would answer as best I could. 

Q And just in the more general sense, without having a 
particular edit, these were the standards that you feel governed the 
speech writing at the time? 

A Yes . 

Q And I know it sounds like a strange question. It is a little 
strange. But I ask it in part, and I do want this on the record because 
we have, over the course of this investigation, asked for and received 
a number of documents from the State Department. We continue to press 
for more, and I'm sure we will continue to get more. But I do want 
the record to reflect that you were here, you were willing, you're 
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available to talk -- 
A Yes . 

Q -- about any document in our possession that we had 

questions about? 

A Yes . 

Mr. Kenny. I think that concludes our round. And with thatj we 
can go off the record. 

[Discussion off the record.] 

Mr. Missakian. Back on the record. 


BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 

Q Mr. I should have asked you this before. On the 

evening of September 11 , there was a secure video teleconference at 
the State Department that began at 7:30 that we understand. Did you 
participate in that? 

A No. 


Q Did anyone discuss with you anything that was discussed 
during that call? 

A No. 


Q Are you aware that it even occurred? 

A Not that I'm aware of. 

I amj in retrospect -- sitting here^ I'm aware of it. I was not 

then . 


Q Now, you were asked some questions in response to which you 
said something to the effect that the statement we've been looking at, 
which is focused on in Exhibit 1, which is a statement that was prepared 
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on the evening of September 11, and then given the next morning on 
September 12, that your goal was not to give a definitive accounting 
of what had occurred during the attacks. Do you recall giving that 
answer? 

A I believe I recall that exchange. I think I said that it 
wasn't the goal to provide a definitive accounting of all the facts 
or something like that. We can look at the transcript. 

Q Right. I may have not gotten it exactly right. 

Why was that not a goal? 

A The goal of the statement -- the goals of the statement 
were, as I said, you know, to honor those who we lost, to express 
American determination and values, to address the global audience and 
period of instability, lower the temperature. And, you know, my role 
was, as a speech writer, was to help achieve those goals. The 
Secretary, you know, her role as the representative of the United States 
to the rest of world, those were her -- you know, as I understood them, 
those were her goals. So it was not -- you know, so those were the 
goals, and I don't think the other one was. It would be left to others. 

Q So if I understand your testimony, the goal as you 
understood for that statement came directly from the Secretary? 

A Well, they came from lake. And lake was my primary source 
of information and sort of what -- of information and of sort of 
guidance of what would be appropriate to provide for the Secretary. 

Q I understand that. But you described them as her goals, 
meaning Secretary Clinton's. Were they Secretary Clinton's goals or 
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were they lake Sullivan's goals? 

A They were the goals that lake communicated to me would be 
appropriate for the Secretary -- you knowj for the remarks. So I did 
not have any independent conversation with the Secretary. 

Q Do you have any basis for believing that Mr. Sullivan 
discussed the goals for the speech with the Secretary before 
communicating them to you? 

A I don't know. I really couldn't say whether he talked to 
her or not. I don't know. 

Q All right. So it wasn't that you all had a discussion and 
made a decision not to include an accounting of what had occurred^ that 
was just not included in the set of goals that were communicated to 
you by Mr. Sullivan? 

A That's generally right. I don't recall a specific 
conversation like that. What I do recall is, as I think I said earlier, 
is that, you know, we discussed, you know, striking the right balance 
in his remarks of advancing those goals. And being, you know, being 
guided by the best information we had, and -- and it's -- so, right. 
Exactly. I don't remember a specific conversation, in answer to your 
question . 

Q On the night of the attack, were you aware that there was 
a separate CIA facility that had come under attack? 

A I don't recall being aware of that that night. I'm aware 
of it now, but I don't recall being aware of it then. 

Q Okay. I think you were asked some questions about whether 
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on not you were aware of the news reports that night. We know that 
you ' re a consumer of news . It's part of your job. Did you use anything 
you read in any of those news reports in any of the remarks that you 
drafted? 

A I don't -- I don't remember any specific -- I don't remember 
drawing any kind of specific insight from any news reports that would 
have been reflected in the draft. 

Mr. Missakian . That's it. Thank you. 

Mr. Thank you. 

Mr. Kenny. Off the record. 

[Whereupon, at 4:04 p.m., the interview was concluded.] 
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Sfeiteijieni oil the Attflek iti Benghazi 

Soptethhei-lI^SOl^ 

1 con^ejnn m tiie strange.^ -terms the .attack on our mission In Benghazi today. As we work to 
secure our personnel and facilities, We have cotifltmed that One of Cur State Depattraent OMCers 
was: killed. We are heartbroken by ihis terrible loss, OurthoughtsMd.piayiOm are his family 
and those vsiho haw suftered in 0is attack. 

This BVenltig, .1. called Libyan Bresident; Magaiiaf to coordinate addhjondl support io protect 
Aihericans in Libya. President Magarisf expiessed hfs condemnation and condolaices and 
pledged hisgovemnient’slun Gooperation. 

Some have sought to j ustify this Vicious hehaviot as & respoftse.to inflammatory material posted 
on the internet. The United States deplores any intentioMl effort to. denigrate the religious beliefs 
of others. Ouf oommitmentto religious tolerance goes back to the very beginning of out:nation. 
But let mb be clear. There is never -any justifimtion for vioientaots of this kind. 

•tn light of the events of today, the United Stetes govemmentis working With parlnercountries 
around the world to protect our p^stmnek our misstonSj and American^ oitfzens worldwide. 

Statenient on ihe Death of American P^oimid in .Beiigha2d, L|^^ 

Septtttiber 12, 2012 

It is with profound sadness that I share tlte news of tee death of four American personnel ]n 
Benghazi, Libya yesterday> Among them were United States Ambassador to Libya Chris Stevens 
and Foreign 3»vice rnformation Management Officer, §ean Smith. We are sdll makh^ next of 
ikin:notlflcatiQns ter tee ote^n* two individuals. Our hearts go out to all their .families and 
cplleagnes. 

A 21 year veteran, pfthe Foreign Service, Ambassador Stevens teed last night from injuri.es.he 
sustained In the. attack on our offiee in Benghazi. 

.1 had thepf i vilege of sv/e^ihg ln Chris for his post in Libya only a few months ago. HC spoke 
eloquently ^out his passion ter service, for diplomacy and. for tee Libyan, people. This 
asagiitoeat was only the Mest in histhofe than fWo deo^es of dedication to advancing closer 
•ties with the: people .of the Middle Bast and North Affioa wlteh began as a Ppacei Gori;® 

Vplunt.eer in MoroccOr As the Gonhtet in Libya -unfoldedv Cteris was one of the test AmericatiS: 
on tee ground in Benghazi. .He risked his own life to lend tee Libyan people :a helping hand to 
build the foundation tec a new, free- nation. He spent every tkiy since heJping^ to flnish the work 
that he startedy Chris was committed to advancing America's values and interestsv even when 
that meant puttii^ himself In danger, 

Sean S:rDite was a husband a.nd afathcr of two, who joined the Departntent ten years ago. Like 
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•Chris, :S.ean^ was of -our hest., PtiOF to, arriving in, Besighazi, he ^served i.n Bagbd^t PretQTia,, 
^Jvlontreal, aiid most fecbrifly The .Hague. 

All the Ameripfitts w& lost tn yesterday ’s attaeks toade the ultimate sacriftee. We condemn this 
yiei.QMs and violent .attack that took their lives, which they had committed lo helping the Libyan 
people rcaoh for a better fiiturev 

America’s diplomats and. development exp^s. stand' on the front ilines. every day for our country. 
We are honored .by die service of each and every one ofiJtem. 

R^maFlis on the Deatbs of American Personnel in Ben^^azii, Libya 
Septenrher 12, 201 2 

Yesterday, onr U.S. diplothatic; post in .Benghazi, Libya, was^attacted. Heavily armed militams 
assaulted the Oompaand and set fife todtii* buildings, Ameribanieuid Libyan Security peraohn.el 
battled the attackers together. Fom Amerieans were killed. They included Bemi Smiih, a Foreign 
Service information management offieer, and otm Ambassador to Libya Chris. Stevens. We are 
still making n«ct of kin notifications for the other two individuals. 

This is an attack that ishould shock, the. conscience of people trf all f^ths around the world. W.e 
condemn In tire stiange&tterms'fhis sensel^siact ofyiDlence,and we send ourprayers to the 
families, ffimds, and colleagues of diose we’ve'iost. 

All over the world,: every day, AmOfica’s diplbmate and development. mcpcrts. risk their lives in. 
the service of oureountry and opt* values., because they belie\« that the United States must be a 
fbrce for peace and pmgress in the world, that these aspiiatbns at'o worth Striv^n|;^ian.d sacrificing 
for, Al ongside our men and women in uniform, they represent the b^' braditions of a bold and 
generous nafion. 

In the lo.bby of this building» the State Detartment, the .names of those who have Mien in the line 
of duty arc inscribed in marblCi Our hearts break over each one. Ai^ now, because of this 
tragedy,. we, have new heroesto.honor:and.morefriendsto mourn. 

.Chris Stevens, fell in love with the Middle East: as a young Pea^e Corps volunteer teaching 
English in. Morocco, He joined the Foreign Service, learned languages^ won fri.ends for Am.erica 
in dtstant places, and made other people’s hopes his own.. 

In. fire early days of the Libyan .revolution, tasked Chris to beourenyo.y to the rebel Oppo^tion. 
He arrived Oii a cargo ship in the port of Benghazi aiid be^ building Our felatlonships with 
Libya:’s .revolutionaries. He risked his life to stop a tyrant, then gave his life ttying to help build a 
better Libya. The w'orld.needs.th0.re’GKlis S'tevebses. i spoke with his -sister, Ann, thid morning, 
and told her that he will be temembered. as a hero by many nations. 
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Seat! Sniitii wSs m Air Force vetei^, Hg sp«H !.0 yoats as aft mforrn^ion faaoagemetst officei' 
in ^e Stt^ D.epartmefit, he was posted at llie Hague, and was in Libya on a brief temporary 
assignment; Ho a husband to: his wife Hiearher* with whom 1 spoke this morning. He: was a. 
Lather to two young children, Samantha and Nath^, They will grow up being proud of the 
service their fadier gave to our country* service that took him fiom Pretoria to Eiaghdad, and 
finally to Bengha^> 

ITie mission that drew Chris mrd Seait and their colleagues to Libya Is both noble and necessary, 
and we and. the people .of Ubya honor their .memory by csarrylng It; .forward, This is not easy. 
Today, many Americans askings indeed, I eeked.myseif -- how could this happen? How 
could this happen in a coustty we: helped liberate, in a city we helped say© from destmction? 
This: (juesrioti mflecta just how compiicated and, ait rimes, how eonfouttdifl| the world can be. 

But we must be c.l,eai>eyed, even, in oi^; ^ief, This wa§ an attack a small and ^vage group -r-, 
not:the people or fiovernmont of Libya, Eveiy where Chris and his team went in Libya^ in n 
country scatred by war and tyranny, they were hulled as iHends and partners. And wh^ riiC 
attack came yesterday, .Libyans «tood and fought to d^^end our post. Some were wounded. 
Libyans carried Chris’ .body to the hospital and tiwsy helped: rescue and. lead orii«- Ameticans to 
safety. And ..last, night, when I spoke vririi.the:Presi<lent of Libya, he .strongly condemned the 
violence and pledged every efibrt to protect our people and pursue those responsible. 

llie triendship between oiir .cOUrltriBs, borne out of shared struggle, will not be another casMty 
of this att^k. A ftee.and stable Libya is still in America’s interest and security, and we will not. 
hrrn .our back on that, nor will we rest until diose re^on;slbie i^r these .attacks are found and 
brought to Justice. WP arc working closely with the Libyan, authorities to move swiftly and 
surely. We are aliao working with partners around the world to safeguard other American 
embassies^ consulatesi and pitizems, 

■There vdl] be. more time later to refl^li^buttodayi we have work to do. Th^ is nohigh^ 
priority than protecting our men. and women wherever they serve.. We are working to dereonine 
the precise :ntotivations and methods of those Who: carried out this assault. Some have .so,ught to 
justify this, vict,ou& behavior, along with the ^test that took place at .o«r Embassy in Cmm 
yesterday, as a rehouse to infiatiimatoiy material posted on the lntemet. America’s conunitment 
to religious tdleraflce goes back to the very beginning .of our nation. But let me be clear - there is 
no Justification for this, none. Violesiee^ like this iS no way to lionor teligion or faith. And as long 
as there arc. those who would take innocent life In the name pf Ood, the world will nevei: know a 
true and lasting peace. 

It is especially difficult that this happened on September 1 1 It’s an .anniversary (bat raeaus a 
great deal to all Atnericans. Every year on that day, we are rBminded riiat oUr work Is noty/et 
firiish.ed, tbaf the job of putdag sn end to violent e?dremistii. and building a safe and stable world 
coritf niiea. But. Septcrnbcr 1 1 means oyeii. more than that. It- ik: a day on whi:Ch we remem;bBr 
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ith.ous^ds of Am5fi&an;:hett)es/th9 bonds that Go:nnec?t all Americans, wherever we are orj this. 
Earth, and the values that see yg through- every'stprrn.. And now it isn day on- which we will’ 
.remembef-Seanj Chris, anciUie:iY'e,p:Il,eagnes<. 

May God bless them, and iriay Gbd bless the thousands of Americans WDikirig m evory comer of 
the world who make this country the ^atest forse for peace,, prosperityi :and progress, and a 
force th^ 'ba‘5 al ways stood for hutnan: dignity - the greatest force the world has known. And 

may Oad oam.inue to bless the United S tates of America. 

Thank you. 

S^tatement on tlie DeatWiof Tyrone S. Woods and Gleii A/Doberty in Benghazi!, Libya 
September i;,3, 2912 

The attack ori oUf .dipJotnafie post in Bengha^, Libya on Tuesday claimed the lives offour 
Amerieans. Yesterday, t spoke iaboutlWO,; Arabassador Chris Steyefts and Informataon 
Management Officer Seat! Smith. Today, We alsb recxtgnizc’ the tw.s security pcrsottnet v^o died 
helping Otect their colleagues. TyrOftb S. Woods and Glen A. Daharty both decorated 
militaty vetefans who. served, our country with honor arid ihsiinction. Our thoughts,, prayers, and 
detest gratitude are with .their ifemilies and friends. Our embassies co.uid not carry oti oiu: 
critical work around the world without the^ service and sacrifice of brave jKople like Tyrone and 
Glen. 

Tyrone^s friends and colleagues called, him. “Rone,’* and they relied on his courage and sklil, 
honed (wer two decades as a Navy SEAL, In uniform, he served multiple tours in Iraq and 
Afghanistan.. SinceSOlO, .lie protected American diplomatic personoel in dangerous posts frem 
Central AtneriCato theHiddle East. He had the hand? of a healer as well, as the arm of a vrarriOr, 
carningdistinction.as a registered .nurse ^d certified paramedic. All our hearts go outto 
T^rone^s wife Boroihy and his .threcaonsi Tyrone Hunter, and Ksl, who WaS: bom just a.few 

months ago.- 

We also grieve for Cften Doherty, oallsd Bub, and his family: hi’s father BernianL his modiet 
Barbara, his: brofoer Gregory, and his aist^ Kathleen, Glen was also a fonnor'Navy SEAL and an 
experienced paramedic. And he pnt- hisillfe on iip line many times, protecting Americjaiis in Iraq, 
Afghanistan, and other hotspoiSv In the end,,.he: died the way he lived - with selfless honor and. 
unstintii^ valor. 

We condemn the attack that took the lives Of these heroes in^ the strongest terms, and we are 
taking Mditional steps to safeguard American embassies, oarisulates, arid citizens around the 
world. This violenoe should shock the conscience of people of all faiflis and traditions. We 
appreciate the statementsi of support that have poured in, from acmss the regbn and beyond. 
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People, of eonsGience aiwl gopcjwill ever^^ens must ^aiid: tog^ef tn tlibse difficult days against 
violeneo, .liate, and dj-nslon,. 

I am eaomioysly'pfoud cf the men and ^omen who-nsk theu: ifvbs evisry day .w the serviceof 
oureountry aad ouf valueSx They help mafce the United States the greatest force for peace; 
progress, and human dignity that the world has ever known. We honor the mwnory of our 
colleagues by continuing their work and Garrying on the best traditions of a hold and gen^ous 
tiation. , • . 

Remarks at ttieOpeninglPfenaTy of the US.-Mpn>Cco ^raf^Diak^e 
SeptembW 13,2012 

SECRETARY CLINTON; Good momir®. Well, let me welcome our Mends and colleagues 
fmm Morocco here- to the Beh|aniin.Ffanklitt Room on the eighth floor of the Stafe Def^mufSit 
for thJs very important fifst session of the^ U.S, -Morocco Strategic Di^gue. Befom I begin to 
address the sigtiifi^^nce of this Strate^c Dialogue laiid the next step in ouh long: relations With 
Morocco,; I want to say a ffew words about the events rniibldihg in tlie World today. 

We: aro closely watohing; wh^ is happening in Ifemen and els 0 .whec 6 ,.tmd we certainly hppe and. 
e?cpect that thergi v^li .be jiti^s telfen to avoid ‘^tjlettce and prevent the: escalafioa protests into 
violence. 

I alio wend to take :a moment to address the video circulating on the Internet fiiat Ms led to. these 
protests in a number of countries. Let me very clearly - and 1 h&i® it is obvious - that the 
United. States Gov^nment had absolutely nothk® to do twth this videov We absolutely reject its 
content and message. America’s commitment to reH^ioiK tolerance goes back to the very 
beginning of our nadoK, And as .yoixjknow, we are home to people of all t:eli^na, .raany of 
wbotn came to this country seeking die tight to exeicise their own religion, includihg,. of epur^, 
mlHions of Muslims. And we have the gr^test respect for people offaith. 

To us, to me perp^Eitdiyj this video iS; disgusth^ and. rejoehonsible. It appeam to have a i^^ty 
oy ufcai purpose: to denigmte a great reii gibn at^ to provoke rage. But as 1 :sai d yesterday, there 
t$ no ju^flc^on, none at all, fbr responding, to dds; video with violence,. We condemn the 
violence that has resulted in the strongest and: m greatly appreciate that many MuBUm5:in. 
the United States and araund the world have spoked out On this Issue. 

Violence, we believe, has no place in reBgitm and is no way to honor religion. Lslam, like other 
religions, resp^ts the fundajuenfeil dimity .of humun beings, it is a violation of that 
fundamental dignity to wage attacks on lnnoeeuts. As. long as fhere are those who willing- to 

shed :bloQd and t^e innocent lifh in the name of roligton, the name of God, the world will never 
know a true and lasting peace. It is: especially wrojig,foT violence to be directed against: 
diplomatic missions. These, are places whose very puipose is peacefiih to promote better 
ufid'ersMdiflg across counhics add All govBmhteuis My&.,a respOBsibllity to protect 
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tho^ spaces and' people, bee^ise to attack an embassy is to attack (he idea tbst we can' Work 
togelherto bmid understanding and a better future. 

Now, I ktiow IHs h^d for sorpe people to uitderstond why foe United e^nnot.ca does not 
just prcveiitith'^ kinds o.f repfdietisiWe videos from ever seeing .the Bgbt of day, NoWj I would 
note that in tody’s world with today’s technologies., Impassible. Etot eyati if it were 
p<»sible, ourCbiioiyy does have a tong tradition of free expression which is enshrined hi Out 
Constitutioti and our law, and we do notstop mdividual citizens B'om expressing their Views no 
matter how d istosteftil they .may be. 

There arOj of course, di fferent views arpund the world about the putei: limits of :fte.e speechiand 
.free expression, but ithere:shonM be no debate about foe simple proposition that violence in 
response to speech is not aocepitable* We all - Aether we are; leaders in go vemmeat, leaders in 
civil society or religious leaders - must draw the line at violence. AM any responsible leMer 
should be standing up now and drawing that Kne. 

I wanted to begin with this statement, because, as our Moroccan if iOnds and all of you know, thfe 
has been a dilfrmlt week # foe State Department, I very triuch appreci^e, Minister, the 
oondalenc&syQur government expressed to ourEmbaSv^y in Rabat. And even foough that U'agedy 
happened far away in Benghazi, yve found, a reminder of the deep bounds toat conneet Morocco 
to the Ufoted Stat^. It was in foe High Adas Mountmns. of Morpeco foal one of the Americans; 
we lost this week, Ambassador CSiris Sfevens, .fell in love with tl^ region whertbc served as a 
Peace Corps volunteer there. That experim^ set him on a detadea-Iong career of service. So in 
the memory of fallen fttonds aid coUeagOBs, us remind outsclves of foe muriy ways in which 

not just our goyemnKn^ but foe people of our two nations have worked, together to build abetter 
fofore. 

In many ways, theiinited SMes: looksto Morocco to be a leader and a modd. Bis Majesty King 
Mohaift.rfted deserves great credit for the vwurk' you’ve undertaken. lii fact, after my visil; to Rabat 
earlier this; year, I told my testn^ ^We. need loi start a Smitegie Dialogue with Momcoo..^’ Ho 
country has been a Mend of foe United Stotes longer than Morocco.. You were foe first, nation to 
recognize os back in 1777* Bui we’ re hOt satisfied with simply having a friendship that is 
loh^.temding. We wunl one thad is dypamici ^wing, looking tpwmd the foture. So let me 
highlight a few of foe areas we shoiddfocus on today; 

On pohticd reform, we have all seen remarkable changes takii^.pface across North Africa and 
the Middle East (commend Morocco .and your government for your efforts to stay dread of 
these changes by holding fiee and fair elections,, empowering foe elected partiament* taking other 
^cpsto emurefoatthe gov^nment reflectsfoe will of the people. Today, ourpolitiGui working 
gieup Will discuss how the United States can eontinue to auppoii your efforts to translate 
Bommitmenfs into aettons. Because -as wciull know, democracy, real reform, req,uire that people 
themselves feel the changes in their everyday lives;, the eouit s refoiTOed, the goverjinient more 


UNCLASSIFIED 
U.S. Department of State 
Case No, F-201 5-04841 

Doc No C05739812 STATE DEPT, - PRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMM, 

Date' 05/13/201 5 SUBJECT TO AGREEMENT ON SENSITIVE INFORMATION & REDACTIONS. NO FOIA WAIVER. STATE-SCB0045480 



194 


UNCLASSIFIED STATE DEPT. - PRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMM. 

U.S. Deperlment of State SUBJECT TO AGREEMENT ON SENSITIVE INFORMATION & REDACTIONS. NO FOIA WAIVER. 

Case No. F-2015-04841 
Doc No. C0573S812 
Date: 05/13/2015 


open and; transparent^ .liniversd human ri^ts of all Momccans - and woinen alikd - 

.respected. . 

Tm.especfally pleased by Morocco’S: Gommitments to take: on Gio deeply troubling pioblera . of 
ehild marriage.. We know that child brides artless lik.eiy tp get ^ education, .more likely to fece 
life-threatenittg ptobleans, paiicularly amund. child: birdi md delivery, which not only 
shortchianges them but Can. eyeii rob them and. their communities, of their livc.s and talents, So we 
want to encoilfagc the government and Civil sodety to continue dieit import^t work together on 
this^ issue. 

With regard to the Western; Sahara, (fee United iStatos eontinues to support efforts to find a 
peaceful, sustainable, mutually agteed-upon iBolutiQm U. S- policy towxd the: Western ;Sahara ha$ 
remained consistent for many years. We have m.ade clear tliat Moroecp’s autonomy plan is 
serious, realistie, and credible, and that.it. represents a potential approach that could satisjfy^ the 
aspiratiems of the people in the Western Sahara to run their own affaira in peace and dighity-. We 
continue to support the negotiations caitied ioutby the UhitedKations and hope parties Work 
toward resolution. 

With r^pect to the economy, our . second working :^up will focus Oil what more, eaii be rfonoto 
deliver tangible economic benefits. Moroeco -s economy is relatively healthy,, but you facefiip 
same probl.ern that is. now endemto: across the^ world - unemployment is sfill too high, espedally 
among yomig: people, 

That’s why the United States providing $1 .5 mtlHon. to support an teffort to attract foreign 
investors, foster lG.cal. economic develdpmentji and combat corrteifitei aesross the region. And I’m 
pleased to announce that later this yea* we will hold. a Morocco business development 
Gortference here in Washington to conneef businesses fiom^ both countries. 

Today,, we should discuss ways to build on all of these efforts by increasing bilateral trade,, a 
particular goal of mine since so mnch trade fiocalViprpcQo goes to Europe. Ud.lilte to ih,ca:c,as.c 
the amo unt of trade coming; to the United iStotes, and also to improve .eGonomic integration 
across North Africa, which, could greatly bepefit Morocco because of Morocco’s stability isnd 
Morocco’s very strong eranomlc foundatirHi;. Tho greats .integration toere is, the greto the 
henefite for Mmoecans.. 

Third, the attack in Benghazi this, week reminds us that securi^ remains a ^dtaI. issue. Throi^ 
oUr Work together on the global Counterterrerism Task Fore©, the United andMofOeco 
already ^are crucial inffermalion a»d best prat^cee, and I thank: Mbrecco for hosting a Global 
Counterterrorism Task Forceyrorkshop on threats in the South, Atlantic next m.onth. 


UNCLASSIFIED 
U.S. Department of State 
Case No. F-2015-04841 
Doc No. 005739812 
Date: ,06/1 3/2015 


STATE DEPT. - PRCOUCCDTO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMM. 

SUBJECT TO AGREEMENT ON SENSITIVE INFORMATION & REDACTIONS. NO FOIA WAIVER, 


STATE-SCB0045481 



195 


UNGLASyihlbU STATE DEPT. - PRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMM. 

U.S, Depari^nt of Slate SUBJECT TO AGREEMENT ON SENSITIVE INFORMATION & REDACTIONS, NO FOIA WAIVER. 

Case No. F-201 5-04841 
Doc No. C05739812 
Da1e:05/13'2015 


We are also .coilaboratijjglhrougii. the 'Peace Ceffps, and other ageiides to help provide 

Moroeean youth with.ai,temati.ves to crijuinal and extremist organizations. And so we are 
partnering to help strengthen; Kforoceo ’s criminal jnstice system and law enforcement 

There will be a lot to discuss in the meeting today. And lettneaddf the United Stales :grefitly 
appreciates theicOnsttUotive foie HotOeco is playing On the UN SeO]Li!rt.ty Coulrcih.. especially yoiir 
support for the effort to end the violence: and bloodshed- in Syria and help to usher in a new 
democratic future for tlmt Country. IcomMend Moro.ccd for offering tO host the. iiext ministerial 
meedng of the Friends of the Syrfon People, ahd we look forward eo continuing, to work closel y 
together as close partners even after your term bn the Security Cotuicil ended. 

Einally, our education and oultural ties, are reason for much celebration. This year marks the 30**’ 
anniversary of our official progmm to facilitete academic exCbangBs and ether bonds between us. 
There are more than 5,(X)0 Moroccan alumni of these programs. Two are with, us; today Dr, 
Bcttjelloun.arid Dr. Oiicouicha - and we tliank diem, But among all our work on this firont, ftom 
preserving MorocOo^s historic sites to ompoweritig youth, there’s one area I partrculariy hope we- 
can focus On. today and receive your advit^ £md. counsel -> namely, Inteafalth dialogue. 

In thG3,e tense and tinbulent fimeSj it’s more impofUmt than, over for people' of difite*ent faifos to 
exchange ideas* to build. understanding), to promote religious toi^unee. It’s.one of .tiie great 
ehaltenges of the 2 1 century, :and It’s^ one that we must address together, 

So we have a lot of work to. do, Minister, bul a.ur friendship runs long and deop, and as the treaty 
our nations signed, in 17S6 says,* arid I quote, ^Trusting m God, it will remain permanent." I’m 
confident thatwe Will eontiiitie to solve ^oblems and produce fesults that make our jiatioi:^. 
Strother, more peaceful, more secure, more prosperous, Md also contribute to doing tiie same for 
the world. 

So again, let me welG.mncyQ% Minister, It’s been a great pleasure for ,me to get to know you, to 
WDtk with you, to be your colleague bilaterally, regionally,: and giob^y,: 9nd also welcome your 
distinguished delegation. 

Thank you. (Applause.) 

Reniarl^ at Reception Marking Eld ul-Fitr 
S.eptember 13, 2012 

Secretary CLI^TO,?^:: Good evening, and although: I. am many weeks overdue in s^ing iti 
Bid Mubar^. No matterhow belated we .are honoring Bid and die end of Ramadan, this is a 
cherished: tradition here at the State: Department. Arid I vi^uld like to thank all of you for being 
here, including the many members of the Diplomatic Corps. 
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Tonigiit, Dui’ gathering is more somber than any of us would 1^. This oomes during sad and 
difficult days for the Stale Departeient tolly. We lost four Americans. They v,«re good and 
brave men. They committed to theoause of building a. brighter tore for the peqple of 

Libya, And.we,ct»demn.the vtoledLce in, the strongest tcrm% the violence against our posts .in 
Benghazi in Egypt, and now m Yem<m; 

The Libyaa ambassador is wifh m toght, and I want to t^e a momeitt to thank him for the 
support that his go'Witnnient' to' tte Libyan pesople have shown to the United States iji tMs 
tragedy, parfiGularly die oui|)Ottring of feelings of grief and toss because of the killing of our 
ambag^dor* 

Ambassador Aujalis would you mind saymg a few words? 

A3VjBAS,Sito0R A)aMUt [redact^] 

SECRETARY CLINTQNi Thank yoK voy much, Am!»ssador. I know that that was- a veiy 
personal toss for yQ% as it for me, Vu the one who ^setit CSiiis to Benghazi during the 
revolution to show support ar^ be able to advise our government about what we <tould do to • 
bring fteedom and democracy and opportunity to the people of Libya. 

fteli^ous freedom and reUgious totorance arc essential to the stability of any nedon, any peoplsv 
Hatred and violence in the aame of religion only poison, toe well. AH people of feith and good 
whl know that toe toons of a small to savage gmt^inBengh^ donothonorreli^miorGod 
in :ainy way. blot cb they spe^ for toeTnore than <me billion hteiims aroto toe world, Jt^y of 
whom have shown an outpouring of sujpjrt during this time. 

UnfQitonatoly,hovvevcr, ovcr tbe,iasi.24 hoorsi we have dlso.seen viitocE spread elsewhere. 
Some seek to justify tois behavibf as a re$pottsC1o inflammaloiy,4cspic^le material posted on 
the internet; As I said earlief tode^, the United: Stales rejeCte both toe conterttto the message of 
that' video. The United States deplores ahy irltendonai eifortto d^igrato the religious bplfeto of 
others. At Our meeting earlier today, my eolteague, the ftiiiiistor of Morocco, said toat all 
prophets should be respected because they are all symbols of ow humanity, for all hwmmiity. 

But both of us were crystal clear in torn pammoutit messages There is never any JustiBearion for 
violent acts of this kind. And we look to leaders around toe worid to stond up and speak out 
again^ violence, and to take steps to protect diplomatic missions fromt atteok. 


Think about it. When Christians are subject to insults to their toith, and. that cenninly haj^enSj 
we expect them not to rewrt to violenee. When Hindus or Buddhists are subjected to Insults to 
their faiths, and tout also certainly happens, we eKpect them not to resort to viol^sce. The same 
gods -for ail .tMths, including Islam- 
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When al I of us who are paojple of faith - and ,I am, one feel the p^fi nf insults,: nf 
misuhdsrst^di^, of deiiigcaribft: to ^hat We ohsrish, we most exseelootselvep SBd others not to 
resort to vIolBnce, Tliat is a onivetsafl staiited ahd expectation, and It Is everyofie’s: .oMiation to 
meet that, so that we make no diSerenees, we expect ho less of Bilrsete than^weexpeot Of 
others , Ton cannot respond to offensive speech with violctioe without begetting fiiOte violence. 

And I so strongly believe that the great religiims'Qfflie world are stronger than my insults. They 
have withstood offense for centuries, Reftaiidng from y!ol6nce,i then. Is not a sign of weahness in 
one's faith;: It is absolutelythe: oppaste, a sign that one’s feith is unsteilcable. 

So. tonight, WB must .come together and teeqnimit ourselves to woAiug toward a future mariod 
.by understanding and aoeeptanecratiEt than dishust, hatred, and feat, We oat) pledge that 
whenever one pesen speaks out in ignoiance .and Wgoiry, ten voices will answer,. They will 
answer resdundingiy against the offense and die iiisult, answeting ignotance with, enli^tenment,: 
snawering tered with understanding, answering daiimess wdthtot; that if on® person commits 
a. violent set in the name religion, tnillions will' stand up .«m 1 condemn it: pat of strength. 

In' tirncs.liko these. It can be ea^y to despair that some differences ate iiiecottojlable, some 
.taountains too steep Jo climb; we will, therefore never :teaoh the level of underatandtog and 
peacefulness that we seek, :and which I believe the. great teligions of the world call us 16 pursue, 
But that’s not what rbelieve, and 1 don’t think it’s what you believe: either hers tonight PW-of 
what raalcBs QUr country so special is we keep trying, "We keep working. We keep investing in 
our future. We keep supporting the next generation, beiieving.that young people can keep us 
moving forward in a positive direetSou, 

So tonight 1 think It’s important that, we talk aof .just about that better tomorrow that we all seek, 
but .alsb. about some af the things - the real, practical, tangible things k- that young people lare 
doujg to help shape that better filture. 

Two years ago in this room, at our Bid, reception, we launched a program :eajlcd Ofeneration 
Change to lead, a grassiroots agenda of positive ettgagement with MusHin eomjnu.a.itiJS* And I 
asked thc:,young Muslim .leaders in the audience that night to be our unoiTwial amhussadors, to 
help build persona! connections, seek out partners in. other eopnlties. And I; can report to you 
tonight they did not disappoint to » few minutes, you’re going to meet some of :8i5se yqimg. 
leaders, euch with a powerful story to tetl. 

The Generation Change network that started in tills room now circles the :globe, We are building 
an InteHiational alliance of young people who want to drive .change in .their own communities. 
They act. as: mentors. Spark tESpCotful .debates, simply offer words ofencooragemont When 
needed. ButthOst impOrfanlly, they lnBp.ire others tokeepexpatidmg lhe ciso.l®. of mutual 
Underiitattding arid respect, on®, person at a. time. 
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Even as: we work, to spread toierance rtiore bitsadly, we also are working to :.deepen .our 
appreciation for the ^eriences of others. Our 2,012 IJbUre Against Bate initiative elicoiirages 
yotjng people to put thepiselves in anodic person’s Shoes thfough service projects. So far, young 
people, -ftorn: dl pver ihe world have pledged thous^ds of volunteer jiours to help: people froro a 
dilferentifeackground, to see diem asa ffeilowJminan being* not a siereotype, not acarioature, but 
an.alher ,te^ live person - people who don’t lop.k like yon, live like you, pray like yoii, but with 
whom we will share :thfe planet, And therefore, we ^have work to fk?. 

People of faith and :consc:i,enpe are called to: be the leaders of tolerance. In my tradition, like all 
tfadltioJiB, We are expected to love one another. And togetlier, we have to translate that into better 
undcisteuiding and cooperation, rtn pafdcularly pleased that, the young people you will hear fi-om 
tonight are really setting an exanipie,.not only .for young people elsewhere hi the world but, 
ftankly , for US who are older as well , 

Let me now cal l to Jhe stage someone^ who has been a tremendous iKsistance to .me in foese 
efforts. Fatah Pandith is the Departtnent’s first Spe<da! R-epresenteudve to Muslim Communiti.es. 
And from the beginning, she has made reaching out to y oui^ people iand civil, spqie^' her top: 
priority. Farah will introduce you to three young leaders who I- am very proud, of^ 

RemmdO! at theff ramfer of Cereniony to Hpfior Xh<»e Lost in Ati^(^ in Eten^azii Libya 

•September 14, 2012 

SECRETARY CLINTON: Thank- very mtldl, Chaplain. Mr. PlOsident, Mr. Vice President, 
Sfccreta^ Panetta, Ambassador Rice, Secretary Powell smd- Mrs. Powell, femily members of the 
four patriots and ha‘oes We bring home, members of thc: State Departtnent family,, ladies and 
gendeinen, today We bring home four Americans: who gave their lives for our country and our 
Values. To the families of oUr fallen colleagues:, .1 olfeT out most heartfelt Condolences and 
deepest latitude. 

Sean' Smith joined the iState .Departen.ent: after $!x years in the :Air Fofese. He was .respected as .ah 
expert 00 technology by colleagues in .Pretoria, Baghdad* Montreah and. The Hagete, enrolled 

:1ft .eorre^o.ftdoneo eotases: at Penn State and had high hopes for the fiitUffe Sean leaves behind: a 
loving wife Heathei,. iwj young children, Samantha and Nathan, and scorns of grieving fomily, 
fiiendsi and colleagues. And that’ s j ust in this world. Because, online in the virtual Worfds that 
Sean belped. create, he is also .being mourned by countless competitors, collaborators, and gamers 
who shared His passion. 

Tyione Woods,: known to most as Rone, spent two decades as a Navy SEAL, .serving: muitiple 
tours in Iraq and Afghanistan, ffince 2010, he protected Amencan diplomatic pefsonncl. in 
dangerous posts from Central AmBEicato the.Middle Bast. He had the hands ofa healer a& well 
as the aims of a warrior:, emning .dislinction as ;a .registered nurse and lifred parmedle, Our 

hearts go put to Tyrone -s wife DorothyTand his three sons Tyrones; Jr*, Hutttet, and Kai, born just 
:a -few months: ago, id:bng with .hi-sgcievini- family, frRnd's, Jmd^eoIRhglieli, 
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G-I«n; iJoherty, whj> we^tby B.ub.w'as also afbiine'r S.EALand an H&fob 

died as :he lived, servfog his pouniry and proteeting his^ colleagues. Glen deploy«i lo some of .the 
most d?«igetous places on Eaifh, keliiding Iraq and Afghanistan, always putting his life oh the 
) in.© .to safeguard olhet Am^ieans. Ow. thoughts hnd prayers are vwth Glen’s father Bernard, his 
mother Barbara, his brother Gregory, his sister EatMeen, and their grieving femilies^ friends, and 
:Go,llsagues. 

1 was: honored to know .Ambassador Ghrfe Stcvehs . I v»aW to jhaitkrhis parents and sibling, Who 
are here today; for sharing Chris with usiand widt our country. What a: wonderful, gift you: gave 
us. Over his distinguished career in the Foreign Serviee., Chris won friends for the United States 
in fer-flung places. made: those peOple^s hopes his Diirifig the revolution in Ub.ya, he 

riaiced his life to, help protect the .Libyan. people from a lyraiiC, and he j|a-ve htS life helping them 
bgild a better country, 

People laved to work With Chris. And m he rose through, the r^s, :they loved, to work for Chris. 
He was. known not lonly fbr his courage but for his smile ^ goofy but ^contagious - for his sense 
of Fun .and tliat: CallfOitiia ooo:l-. 

In the days since the attack, so many Libyans - including the Ambassador from Libya tp the 
United States, who is with us today ~ have ejq>ie5sed fhw sorrow and solidaiity. One young 
woman, her head covered and her eyes haunted wlih sadnesa, held up a handwritten, sign feat said 
“Thugs and killers don’t represent Benghazi nor Islam.’^ The^ President Q:f the Palestinian 
Authority,: who worked, olosely wife Chris when he served m Jerusalem, sent: me a letter 
remembering .his energy and. integrity, and deploring - and I quote - “an act of ugly terror.” 

Many ofeerfi from across the^ Middle East .and North. Africa have 0 ffe.re;d ainnlar s^timents. . 

This has been .a difficult weekfbr the SMe Di^attmeittatid for Out country. We^ve Seen the 
.h^ Vy assail It oh our post in Ben^azi. that look :thc lives; Of those bravO men. We Ve seeri^ rage 
and violence directed at American embassies over an: awful internet video that we had nothing to 
do with. It is hard for the American people to make, sense of that; because it is sensel^s, and it is. 
totally unacceptable. 

The people of Egypt, Libyan Yemen, and Idnisia did not trade the tyranny of a dictator for the 
tyranny of a mob. Reasonable people and responsible leaders in foese coantries need to do 
Everything they cm to restore securiQ? and hold acco.ntitabl(3 those behind, these violent acts. And 
we will, under the President *^8 i^detshlp.ke^ taking st^s to protect our personnel around the 
world. 

There will be mote difficult days ahead, butlt is important that we donh lose sfghtof the 
fimdamentai: feet that America must keep leading the worid. We owe if: tp those four .men to 
continueifhe long, hard work of4iplomacy> I am enormously proud of the men and women oFthc 
State'. Departtnent. ,r.m proud: of all those-across' pur :gove.rnmenl, cMUan -and rai.litary alike-, who 
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repiesent Aj»^|caa|«^advThe^^ ^©.United Statesihe gfeatest fore® fqrj^acej 

progr8^> aii4 hmm digtiity the |;as cm known. If the last few days teach us anything,, let 
it be this; that this work and. fljo men and ?vomen who risk their .lives to do it m at die heart of 
what makes America greai and good. 

So we will wipe away our tears* stiffen our spto, and face; the future nndatmted. And we will 
do it together, protecting and helpingone another, Just fc. Sean, Tyrone, Qlenv^d Chris always 
did. May Gcd bless theni and grant theii femilies peace and solace, and tnE^' God continue to 
bie^ the. UnifedStafes of America. 


Ajid now, let me have the greachonior of introducing someene who: qame to .die State Department 
earlier this week to .grieve with us. He weti mdefstacids and values the work that dxese men were 
.doing ferour country. The President of the United. States, 

Remarks Wiflt Mexican Secretary Of Fortssigti Relations Patricia Espinosa Mfer Thdf 
Meefiag 

September 18,. 20:i2 

SECRETARY CLINTON s Good a^mooit, everyone. And It is. such a pleasure for me to; 
welcome my friend and coUea^, Secfetaiy E^inOsa, along with a vc^y distihtguished 
delegation of officials firom the Mt^icaa Govemmieni for diis continuation of consultation at the 
highest levels of each of our govemnrents. 

Before I turn to the matters discussed today, let give a brief update on the ongoing U-S. 

response to the protests in the Middle East and dsewlmre. Tm sme as you know already, we are 
taking aggressive st^s to protect our staffe in embaBsi^ and consulates worldwide. That 
includes reviewing our seemity posture at: every post and.au^enling it where necessaiy. And 
we are working closely with .the Libyan Government in cm efforts to bring to ju^ce those who 
murdered our four Aitietican colleagues in Ben^axj. 

the FEE 15 now :in Tripoh to Join the invesdgadph widi Libyan, officials, and there is nothing: 
more hnponanllci m thpi enst;trfng: the sai^y of our American, represeatadve.s worldvride, At the 
s^e time, as I have said to State .Department employees, the incidents of the post week hi;^light 
how important our work 1&. The United States must and. wilL remain strongly ep^ged in the 
world. Our men and women risk their lives in seivdce to our country .and our values, because they 
know feat the United Statesmust be aforce for pea^» and. progress. That Is worth striytag ^ 
sacrificing .fer^ and nothing that happened last week changes this fimdamental fact. 

NoWv turning to our friends and painers.m.Mcxicoj we^^e always pleased to have a chatice to. 
discuss inatteis of mutual interest and' concern between us. Mexico is one of our closest friends 
as well as partfiea’ on dozens of critical issues. So we talk about evedry kind, of issue you con 
IrMgine, from education and healthcare to poverty alleviatitm to the environment . But today, we 
foci-tsed cm a top priori'ty for us .both security; 
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Ws just oD'-tjhBiTed the fourth meeUng pif the. U.S.-M©xieo Metida High-Level Consultative 
.CrTGUp, This is last one we wHl liold during the Calderon Administratiori. And I V^Tto. offer 
jijy personal appreciation to President Calderon and :b J^oreign SeCTetaryi^pinOsa for their 
leadership and commitment to this partner ship and to all on both aid®: of the border in our 
governments vvho have been deeply engaged and committed to it. The .Meri<fe,ifti1iati.ve. 
reTH:esen.ts an unprecedenlBd level of security cooperation, betwmi: Mexico and die tiaiied States. 

As our csouhlries continue to deal with. the. serious ChallengeiOf tiansnationaJ criminal- 
organizations, including dmg traffifikers j'llegai'arma traffickers, money lautiderers, and' violent 
ganp tiiat threaten people on both sides of the border^ v/e. well know there} is no quick and ea^ 
way to stop these criminals and bring them to justice. But nevertheless, during the past now 
nearly four years^onr countries have eollaborated to an extraordinary and unprecedented degree. 
W.e have brought together policy makers and experts from acro.ss our governments and spdleties 
who have worked hand >fl hand to keep our people safe. And I think; the habits o.f ec).o:peratjoa we 
have built arc^ among our mf«t; iinpPrtant iachieyetRents, and wifi rely on iHem; for a long time 
to come. ’ 

Today, OUT: .delegations reviewed the gains we've made op )cey prioritieSi including improving 
law enforcement coordination, reducing toe demand for dpugs, modc3nl;?j.ng por border 
luftastructure, strengthening toe ride pf law, and buiMtng,mpi;e resdient and empowered 
conimunTti.es. We also discussed toe lessons weVe learned and the woric that lies ahead in these 
and other areas, whietL our joint statwnent will reflect. I Want to undeiscore. bow important our 
security relationship with Mexico is to the United States^ 

The Oovemraent of Mexico and toe Mexican people have faced toe: threat posed by these 
criminals: with courage and resolve, and we remain eommitted to^ doing everything. We can to 
support Mexico as it continues to work to bring those criminals to Justice. Tl:^ 1s: a trm^riational. 
prdblern, and it eaUs .&r atmiisnattonal :soliitloai, .and theUnited Stetes believes this: is a matter .of 
shared re^^OnsibiIity. That was toe .first message I bFD.ught as. Secretary of State when I came to 
Mexico, and it continues to be the haUmadc Pfour efforts logetoer, Making: sute ourpeople:aie 
safe and our neighbore ore safe is of toe tSmast importance to us.: 

Now, our two counhies share many other priorities, and one of them, empD:Wering: women and 
girls, was also addressed today. We took the opportunity* toe Foreign Secretary and I, to sign .a 
Memorandum of Understanding .between our countries to work togelher to .advance gender 
equality, empower girls, and :Wpmen, promote their human righ^; gnd enhance their se:curity , 

Soapln,, Seeretary Espinosa, let mo thank you for years of wonk etfid effort, for our productive 
coftverssU.orts, ih many places arouttd the world and again today, iaiid for being such a valuable: 
colleague and partner. The United States deeply, deeply values: our reJafiojiship with Mexico and 
the ties of family and friendship that connect so many mtlUons pf pur :peppi6» 
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Aiid. we look forward t<? the ftituret We believe strongly that picesldenti^ adn^iinetiatioits .may 
change, edeetlons vM come mid. go, but .vve have: established a, film fbuiidation for cooperation 
that has already benefited both pm countries and wtueh will, continue to benefit both: of our 
countries for many years ahead. So fiiank you very much. 

MS.: NULANJ31 We’ll toke (inaudible), Margaret Brennan, CBS News:. 

<JUESTIONi Madam Secnstaryi th^s for your time. Are you any eIo/»r to finding who killed 
Ambassador Chris Stevens? Iibya*s Presideiit s^S: this attack Was piaiined i^r.monthg. Are you 
confident he^s wong and that security measttres were appropriate? And: will you leave justice to 
the Jji.byans? 

SECRETARY (XtNTONi As lsaiti at the outset, we are taking: aggr^sl VC atcps toproteei our 
peopl.e and our t»ugulatos and :eiubassies around the world. We ate revi ewitig ouT secutity 
posture at every post and working wah host governmeiUs to be sure tbsy know what our seourity 
needs are Wherever ileoessary. We are '^so working Closely with the. Libyan Gov^ninem to brmg 
the perpetmtOTs to justice so tlaf. we can be assured that we have found who miadered our four 
colleagues md under what drcumstances. As I said, the FBHias joined the investigation inside 
Libya, and. we wdll not test until foe pe^le who orchestrated tNa attack are found and 

It is also important to look at this. stcatE^ically and understand wbat is gokg oa acroK foe re^on. 
In a numW of i^ces where protests have turned violent, we are seeing foe hand of extremists 
whoare trying to exploit people’s inflanied passions for their own agendas. But overufoelmingly, 
we have found.that the people of Sgypt, of Libya, of Yemen and Tunisia are ;iiot prepared m 
trade foe: tyranny of a dlCt^or .for foe tyram^ of a mob. They want to turn, foeir attontion to the 
future to provide better opportunitii® forfocm&elves and their foildten, and foey want a strong 
part.nership wtfo foe United States, and foe Ameficun people based mt mutual interests and mutml. 
•respect. 

Ibis Is part of a larger dObatc: that is goir^ on indde these societies. In Libya, for example,: in 
theit first fiec elections, moderates were successful at foe polls. But-fook, there m extre.imsts in 
all of these societies and on foe outside^ who afe working fo t^c advantage of broad outrage in 
order to locttc violence and specifically incite viol^e against Amccloans and Amedcan 
facilities. 

And as: 1 have sdd to many of the leaders I have spoken to over foe past week, these extrernisf 
efforts^ m a. teat to foe people of the societies and the govemiiients Of those societies as well as 
to the region and foe ilnlted States. And I thlnkiUs important at (big moment for leadea^ to put 
themselves On foe right side oftltiS dCli^te -' to speak out clearly and unequivocally 
violence, whoever incites it or eonducts it. 

And- in. a struggle: like this, there can ,bcno doubt where foeUnit^ 'Slateg .mtlst Stand. We support 
those who are fi|h1irig.fpr.foe same -values :and.tigh.U5 tiutt wc-hcliove in—.ui.dcmomuoyj.in 
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freedom, ip uniyersal ^rights jjor raeii.?«?d ibr jusdce MdaccoUntabUity. And I want let 

utJdei'ScoEf: thal^tbe; United States will CQnt.mue'to work- with: parinci? and ;alj,i6S in thcTegion and 
ai'ound the world to help bring .security to :these nations so: djat the promise of the revolutions itat 
they experienced can he reaii:zecl. 

And final}.)', on your speoifie. point about w ob^dously never talk publidy about 

security st any of our missions for obvious reasors. But that said, let me assure you that our 
security in Benghazi, included a utdt of host go vemmeiit . security fbrees, . as well as a local jguard 
fotcc of die kind that we rely on ih many places around the world. In addition to the security 
outside the compound, we relbd on a wall and a robust security presence inside, the. compound. 
And-wilh ah of OUT. rnissioris overseas, in advance of September U^*', asiSdon^every year, we 
did: .an evaIuatio.n on thieal streams. And tire Offioe of die Director of Rational luteltigence has 
said we had m actionable mteUigeneo that an attack on our post in Bengha?;! was planned, or 
imrnin^l. 


Sul let me .state the obvious again,. Ouf diplomats ei^ge in dangerous WOdc, and if a the nmure 
of diplomacy in fi^gOe societies and conflict zones to be aware of the necessity for security bm 
to also continue the imported diplomatic vwiik that has to go ;on. There is risk inherent in what 
wc do anti what these bravo men and. women representing the United Stetes arc up agmnst every 
single day, and wc do pur vciy best to limit that risk by Kisurfng that pur security ptotospls 
reflect the environments in which diplomats work and tiie threats that they are presented vdte. 

Tiiank yoo. 

Remarks With Indonesian Fareign Minister Raden Mohammad Mar^ Muliana 
Natalegawa AftBr Their Meeting 
September 20, 2012 

secretary CLllVTON: Opod afterhOon, evorypne. Andit’ssuch aples^ute^ as always, to 
welcome the Indonosian Foreign Minister, and T believe the largest delcgatioD that has evpr come 
from Indonesia, fbr the purpose of aur-fiilrd meetmg of the ll4S.4ndonesia Joint Commission, 

Tliis-commissian is the result of a vision by ;our two presidents for a comprehensive p'artncr^ip, 
and th.e agreesnenf to that effect signed: in 2010. Tltanks te this partnership, the United .States 

and Imdon^ia are working more ciosely than ev^ on a range of Issues from .global security to 
clean energy and cJimate to regional trade and comureree.; 

And today, iVlarty and I the chance to take slock of where our teams have come in . the .time 

of the last year, because weh^ our meeting in Baliayear ago, And! must say, 1 was very 
improBSed. We covered a great deal today. 
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But "before: I start, Pd like to say a ibw Words abbut die tJfOtests in: several countries: atoumd. the 
world. We have ;coftdeftmed ifi the. stmr^est possible .terms the vtolence hiat has erupted from 
these protests. And as I liave said, video dtat sparked :diese irotests is dls^tlhij^ and 
f^cehenSible, and, the United States Oovanhient, of gduts.^ had absolutely Nothing to do with it 

But there is iRo just'iflcatiDn for violeace, :and: I want to t^nk ttje foreign. I^inister and his 
government for spsaking out . against violence. We have to look to reasonable jpepple and 
.lesponsihle leaders everywhete, to stand up to extrenusts who would soofc fo take advantage of 
this moment to commit violent acts: against embassies and. thelr fello w countrymen. 

Today’s meetings have highli^ted the strong foundation that we have bt^t together.. And ofte of 
•oUr most iraportantcpncemsis promoting peace and sability lmhe Asia Pacific. Today, Tin 
announcing that foe iObama Administration has informed Congress gf fop potential sale of eight 
AH'64D Apac.iie .r^.ngbawhdfcqplers tothe Indonesian: OovKument. This agreement Will 
strengthen our cDmptehensivepartnerfoip and help enhance seoutfty aoress .foe region,. 

On growth and prosperity, we. are mereasing our trade relationship that topped $2d billion last 
yeafi Investments in transportation, eiit».gy, and infrasnucture ate. creating jobs and supporting, 
economic growth in both countries. For example, the deal between Lion. Air' and Boeing alone 
represente; $2.1 billion in uade over the next decade. Indonesia’s GovertUnemt has :aiin 0 Uftced half 
a trillion dollars in infrastructure improvement^ and we recently signed a ra^ot^um of 
Understanding to make it easier for American cOntpanies to bid on foese prefects.. 

And ye^tordayi wesigned anagreementforimpi^^ntlng pur lyljhennium. Challenge 
Corporation Compact with ifodonesia. Over foe neKt fiYe years,. foe United States will invest $6CI{)- 
million in; clean energy development,; cHldhealfo and nutrition. programs, and efforts to help 
make Indonesia’s Government .more transparent and open. 

I’he: United States, is. also looking forward to Indonesia hostm| APEC in 201.3, and we are 
confident that Indonesia will come to this role with a commitment to promoto greater economic 
integratioiT across the Asia Faciflc. 

Both, the Foreign Minister and 1 believe that strorig education is essential to compete in a modern 
global economy. That's why the United States has ;expanded: the Fulbright. Pro^am anti 
si!pp:orted partnerships between dozens of American and InrfonesiMi univsersities. Academic 
extfoanges between our countries are up and applications from Indonesian students to visit foe 
United States have- mCTeased by on.e third. USAID has:rec©ntly expanded its br^ic education 
ptpgMtti to^ provide $83 million for leacha- training and literacy programs for young chiidreni 
.And we’re providing $20 in scholarship funding for Iiidbiicaian. graduate students. 
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[ thanfesd. the MiRJSterfbr Indonesians leadersbijp in ASEAH. Hie Fareign.Minlster% 
perscmal leadership has hei|)ed. ialy the groiiiidwoTk for dipiomaoy betwecfi ASEAN, aiid Chitia as 
it.relates to the South Chiiia And \v.e cdtldnue :to support ASEAN’S sik-point jffineiples, 
which we believe will help reduce tensions and pave the way for a cotnprehcjfeive eode of 
conduct, for addfesang dispute without threats, coercion, or use of force, 


Finally, Indone^a and the United States have stood to.getheron a range of global ehalfenges^ 
from democratfG reforiri In Btftma to eoinbatiitg climate change, to working to .end the vi oknce 
in Syria, We ate also eoordiiiatmg efforts to further develop south-south and triangular 
cooperation, :Sueh as enhancing disaster prepiffeditiess m Burma and Gonvehiug a conferenee on 
Women’s empowerment, 

We bdieve that the sesond and' thlrd-largest demoeraoies tn.foe world, the United Siat^ wid 
Indonesia Mvea special responsibltity fo promote .toorata'oy and humaa rights.. And for the last 
four yeajs^ fodohesia 1ms hosted the Bali Uerfioeraey F<mam to promote peaceful, dertiocralac 
trUhsitiOfts through exarttplc and open dialogue. Last y^f, more than 80 countries attetvded. And 
once again, the United States will be sending a high-level delegation. 


So, Ministe, thai^ you for eveiything. Thank you forfoe great partnership we’ve had between 
us and between. pur countries. 

MS. NULAI^Ds We'll take two quesi30fi$ todays well staii with .Ros Jordan of A1 Jazeem 
Bttglish. 

Q;0ESTrON: Thank you, Madam Secretary, Mr, Fore?^ Mmisfor. Hadangi Secretary, my 
question i> about tlie pngorng kvestigati.on Into last week's afiack at the cohsulate in Benghazi, 
tou ore meeting this aftemoon with menfoera of Congress to djsciiss foeprogress and the 
epneenm foat they widerstandaUy have. First;, there, is foe fodeml mandate to establish m 
accountability review board, Have you dooe so? Who would you like to see chair it? Are there 
icerfain questions foaf you desperately want to have answered m. order to jmfoguardthe safety-of 
Foreign Service Officers around.the world? 

And related to this, given the poUtical ihsmbility and the Successes of the past year and a barf; are 
you saiisSed dtflt in light of fooge polftleal.clmnges, enough wasdone to protect those working in 
the Middle: East and North AMca? And foen, finally ~ and foisis: pefhaj:^ going into: the area cf 
riiinor and speculation- but there. is.a$ least one report suggeasting that Ambassador Ste\^« folt 
that he was pn.a, quote, “ai--Qmda hlt i}st.^Is this u scun^ous rumor? Is this gallows humor^ 
when one. is working in a period of difficulty and great ohadtenge, or is there somefomg more to 
wlml he allegedly - ^d I stresiS timt word - said? 
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Cl4NT0lSi: fell,, first, let m say Fm- looUii'g to M ^6 

up tot Coofress today, ! vylll:b.e brfefing,in two sepamto sessions, die House and tb6 Sortie, in 
a classified setting, along widi my interagenej 'colleagues, as we coiitipue: to work togedier, and 
w^govemments around tlie world, .to ensure^ diat; tm people and our faqilities arc safe. I will be 
jofeed today by fee Diifector of Nadonal Intelligence, :0enerd dlapper., fey fee Deputy Secretary 
ofOefensei Ash Carter, by fee Vice Chdiman. of fe© Joint GMe;^ tiStaff, Sandy ’Wlnnefelfe 
along wife expertst&om the FBlj fee, State: Depaifereait^ .and elsewhere in fee goyenunent. 

Now, I anticipate that this beefing will cover our aecurity posture befere and during the events, 
arid fee steps: wefeave: taken ^ce. to do everyfeifig We can Wife host govarnmentfi to protect our 
pe(^le and our embassies awi eonsulate.s. The Dfreotor ofNational.Intelligcncewill speafe to fee 
intelligencse issues suirounfeng these events in Ubya. Deputy Seetetaiy Ctuter Wilt brief on fee 
superb support we have had feom fee U.^, military in. fee wake oFfeese events, and we' are at fee 
very early stages qf :an pBI inYestigation. Ihe tefen/ftom feeFBI reached. Jdbya earliea’ this week, 
And i will advise Congress afeo thatl am, launehlng an. accoxmtability review board feat vdll be 
ehaiied by Ambassador thomas; Picketing, 

I will also talk about the importance of the broader relationships wife these oountrles in light Of 
the events of the past dayS; There obviously very real, challenges in feese new democracies, 

these ftagile societies, but as Isald last we^, the vast mrg’ority of the people in these counties 
did riot throw off the tyranny of :a<iiefetof to'tiade it for the tyranny of a mob. And we :are 
concerned, first and for^ost with.out own people andfeciUties, but we are concerned about fee 
internal security in fees© countnes because ulthnatelyj feat puts af ridt the men, women, and 
children of these Societies on a daily ongoing basis tf actions are not .taken: to tty to restore 
seCuril^ and cfvil order. 

And let me just conclude, by saying feat there can be no doubt where: fee Dnited states stands.. 

We continue to. appport those tyho-are fitting for .universal values values .feat we see at work 
in, Indon^ia - the third largest deftrocmcy in fee wotid, Wc bcUevc that these values of universal 
•rights, ofifeatice and acccuntabllityi of democracyi are there for every person regardless of where 
that person might live;.So I will look forward to having a chance to talk wfll.iaerribers of 
Gottgress. 

As to your final <}uestiQ% I have absolutely no: information or mason to believe feat; there’ s any 
basis fer feat, 

QUESTION: Thank you. 

M:iS..iNtJLAN;D:5 Last, question. Victptia:Sidjahatfeo.iri f 0 mpQ. Magaisine, please. 

QUESTION-! Yes. Madam-, feanfc you. My gu,esti;(:m is-: S.tart:ing* today, U,S'. .Embassy and 
:ConsulatB are closed In Infejnesia as the lVluSlhn 'nidvie become wild fireball,, which Could be 
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designed as a weagon to attack U.S. by r.aising sentiment anti-U/S. from tbe ceimtfies which W 
Mushm majority populafion iike Indonesia. 

Madam-Clinton, how. do you see this threat as on the long lun? If It’s oofttiniungihappoft, it’s:- 
obyjously could give impact to. the tmpl^entatioii of (inaudible) program in Indonesia. What is 
the jeason Government closed the Embassy and Consulate in Indonesia^ What i§ yoiir, 
(^pec.{ati«?n from Indonesia Government, for my Minister Marty Natal.egawd? How Indonesia 
Government respond to the closing of thk.Embnssy and Consulate, it’s .starring: today? .Is tl.S, - 
Indones^ia Government Ims 'capabifey to protect U.S. Ifehassy and Consulate. So the. (inaudible) 
pri^ram implemented -- could be implemented 9ucce.ssfully in ladonegia. Thank you. 

SECRETARY CLlNTQNi Well, let me begin by .saying how gratefiil we are for the excellem. 
cooperation we have received from the. Government of Indonesia, and In parttcolar, :fr 0 m the. law 
enforcement, and security institutions in fiidonesia. We are very gratefril Ibr not only the 
cooperation and inotection djat has been provided to our faGilities, but also to the strong 
statements condemning violence dronii the President, the Foreign Mihiscer, and others. 

In Gonsidiation with the. Gevemmenf of Indonesia, we have teimsorarily, ;ft>r tomoiroWj: closed 
our f^ilities.. We want to be sure that law enforcement in. Indonesia has the ability to do what it 
needs to do to make sure that ihere is no Eruption of bMI, ord:^ and socnriiy. So we. are 
cooperating, completely, and We’re very grateful for the Strong leadership provided by Indonesia. 

FORJ^iGN MmlfTER-NATAtEGAWA: HeiJp, Cmaudiblq), if J may just alsofespqnd, 
.precisely :as the Secretary had said,: IIk- decision by tbe :Gmt^ States Government to eJose 
temporarily Its embassies and consulates tomorrow iuTndoneaa is a decision that^s been made 
based on eommunicatiQU and conversation between the authorities in. Indonesia and the nnitod 
States as welh So in etiiei words, it is an informed, dedsion,; a decision that is not intended to 
:show any unfriendly intent on tbe part of anyone^ but: if is wfa^ it £s, and. it’s quite some - it’s the 
kind of step that governments actually carry out when situations requires it, even in our case. 
Some of our embassies abroad, when tire situation requires us to have a temporary dicing of the 
embassy, we do that as well. So it is something tiiat. is .quite regular and&canethlng is 

actually: cooEdinated .as well. 

But i f I may j ust broaden the subject matter, I think as Our President had said in the past, 
indonesian.Governmerif -the Indonesian people, even, obytously oannol and would not condone 
the - any acts of vlqlenee against dipiomatic premises, agdn^ ^piomatic personnel, b^ai^e 
that is, truly - would be a challenge to the efjrcfent and a proper conduit o.f relations mnong 
states, So that’s our point of departure. 


At (he. same time, of eouriie, beyond the immediate issue of piotectidn of the embassies, we have 
still ahead of us the challenge of how to ptev^itt the kind of ^tuations where we are now at In 
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terms bf kind of incendiary and theMtid of statesrften^: bf> In.fllis iristancej films that fiaWSb ^ 
that is wa have all dej)lbmd ahd-«ondfimiied these kind of activities not to be tepeated,. 
So we have a lot of homewotk to tvbrk towards in the future as weU. 

SECRETARY CLINTON:: Th^ you all much. 

FOREIGN MINISTERKATALEOAWAj Thank you. 

Kemarl^ With Pakistani Minister Mina Rakhani Khar Bef 01*6 Their Meeting 

September 21, 3012 

Oood dterhoen,. and let me begin, by welcoming Foreign Minister Khar on her first visit to 
Washington as foreign mini^r. We’ ve had the. Opportunity to meet in Islamabad and. other 
settings, but I am, very pleased that we would have this chance to mcehange views .oh bur bilateral 
relationship as well as re^biml and .global issues. 

I want to begin by adckessing the evenis: of the day and the past week. Today, weVe once agam, 
seen protests in several cities in Fakistan, Unfortunately, some of those pretests have turned . 
vblent andj sadly, resulted in loss of life. I want to thank the Government: of Pakistan fisr fiicir 
eflorts to protect oUr Bmbassgf in Islamabad latid eoimdates. in Lalrore j Peshawar, and Karachi . 

And I want to be dear, as I have .said on numerous occasions, the viOlcncG we ha^ire seen cannot 
be tolerated. There is: no justificatibn fpr viplencg^ Of Course,, there is prov^ation, and we have 
certainly made dear that we do not in any wray ^support provocation. We fOun:d the video th^t s .at 
the core of tMs series of events oifensive, disguadn^ reprehensible, 

But that does not provide 3 .u^ific^on..fQt violence, and dicrefore it is important for responsihle 
letKlers, indeed r^ponsibie .people everywhetos to standttpandspeak.out'agalnst.v]olenee and' 
particularly against thos& who would exploit this difficult moment to advance fiidf bm 
extremist ideolb^es,, 

Yest^ay afternoon when I briefed th.e:Congress, I made it deaf that keeping our people 
eveiywhere in tbe world safe is our top priority. 'Whathappmed in Benghas&i was a tertorlgt 
.^ftck, and we will not rest mtil we iuive backed down and bmught to justi.ee theterrojisls: who 
murdered tour Amerioans> And we are: laking:aggressive measures at all of oiw- posts to protect- 
our staffs and flieir families along with focdly ernplbyed people who pro^rie so many important 
conhlbutions to the work of our missions. 

The Fbfei^ Minister and 1 will have a chance to, cbVei^ a full range.: of subjects tpdny, .an.d :it is. iw> 
seCr^ that the.past year and a halfhas been challenging forftakistan and the United States. And 
we still havework to do to :get oi«' bilateral .relationship to the point where we would like it to be, 
but we -both recognize 'to®: we can achtove. mom when we work togeth:er o.n .a focused :.agenda. SO 
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is tite latest in a series of high-ievei meetings. Ambassador Marc Grossman has just 
returned from consyltatipRs in IslamafcacL. I look forward to seeing: PfOSident Zardari next woek 
at the UM Cfeneral Assembly . At eaeh meeting, we ate working to identity the . sttate^o. goals we 
sihari? - and there are many - artd the eonerete addons we can each take to accomplish them., 

Dur number one .shared prioniy remains pursuing, our joint Gounfer^jtori^ O.bjeetives to ensure 
the seQurity of Aineri,can and-Pakistarii eitizens alike. W« face a .cominQU threat fmm a..conTjnon. 
enemy,' and we must; confront tOifotism and e3disimism together<,Eat'lier this mOtidi,! designated 
the Haqhani Network as; a Foreign Teitorisl Qfgani2afion so We could make full use: of every 
available (eg;^ authority to end their d^dly attacks. Pakistan’s parliament has called fiar 
expellii^ foreign fighters so th^ Pakistan’s territory cart he ftilly under .control of the Pakistani 
Government, and cannot be used to latinoh attacks against other nations; 

And the follow-through on this is challenging but nesessary , and we look, forward to working: 
with Pakistan as moy continue to.vaddress these ptohlems. We have both pledge! to support a 
secure, stable, and prosperous . Afghanistaui which is: vital for :the security of the region. And 1 
want to thank Foreign Ministef Khm* for Pdrisi^’s teopesuitgof the NATO supply lines; to allow 
the movemefit:0f goodsto Afghanistan, 

We will, diiseuss die successful first meeting ofthe^ $afe Passage Wbrkm.g Group m islamabad 
which brought together Afghan, Pakistani,, and U.,Sv Tepresentafives to adwuice pe^e process 
in AfghaoisMn.i The Pakistani GoYerrUucut*? public call for Insurgents to oome forward aud, telk 
with: the Afghan Government; was particular^ :Important, We ore nsady to work togete m build 
on thes;e ,^ps,. .and we vrill continue our .discussions through bdateral consultations and the 
Af^anistan-P^istan Gore Group. 


Now, of course, oUf relationship goes farb^ond our shared security concernsvand today we will 
diseuss the many other ways in which we work together,, pmticularly to create ecortomie 
oppprtunify for Pakistanis- Fpteign Ministra BChaf and I agree: that we need to: shift our ecoiiomjc 
relationship from aid to trade and, investment. We are working to help Ptddstan attract more 
private sector investment- We hope to finalize a bilateral investment treaty soon, And wc^ve 
created a Pakistan, private investment Ihitiative to help moreoFp^stan^s anall and medium 
sized companies get access to. capital, 

Over the past few yearn, we haveiSoeu Pakistan’ s cMIiati goveMffient begin to put dovm atronger 
roots; Arid .if elections proceed as planned neict year, it will rtiark the first time in Pakisfeii’s 
MsiOty that a- civilian-led government bis served its ftili term, The United States supports 
Fakirtan’s economic development, and We have said many timesthat we want tp'see democracy 
isucceed in Pakistan. 
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'We al.sD suppQit Pailastart’s soveretf nty,. but we: are .elear that, all sovereign :hatibns certain 

oblig^ons to j?roteet die .human right? of didr Gitizeii?, to control their tetri tory, to prevent 
teats to tiheir xtei^qrs and^e intenmtipaaJ commuriHy. 

So we know that there is still mach to- be donSj butl ean assure the people of Pakistan dmt the 
United States remains: committed to this importont reiationahip land we are confident we can 
continue to move fw.ward together one step at a tfrae to reach our sbared^strategio objectes. 

lliatik. you very ,mu<di. 

RemarJ^ With Twnisian Foreign: Rdipister Ralik Ahdessakm Before Th^r Meeting 
'Scptorftber.S.lj 2012 

SFCRETARy CLINTONi Good raoniing. I am pleased to welcome the Forei;^ Mnistor fmm 
Tunisia, f'ra Jooldag forward to ;our meeting. We obviously have a great deal to discus^ md I 
want to thank the Foreign Minister dse Oovermnent of Tunisia for toeir efforte over the last 

wttek to help, secure our Embassy andte American Cooperafive SehO.Ol of Tuni s following file 
violent assaults of last Friday. 

We are monitoiitig events closely today. There totto higher priority tor President Obama. aftd 
myself than the safety of our people. We’ve taken a number of steps around, the world to 
augment security and to protect out persomiel at diplcanatio posts. And we are working closdy 
v/lth host govemmerns h this effort 

As i have said beibre and as is embodied in the Vienna Convention and other intemational 
agreements, all govimimems have ^e. duty, the: solefsin duty, to defend diplomafie nfissions. 
Ttey must be sa& and piotected places so that govecnmenls can e)tohan.gs views ai4 woite op 
many finport.ant issues, and leaders across die world must shmd up and be ogunted In rejecting 
violence and holding violent aetors accotmtebie. 

We am Woifelng clc^dy wltli the Ctovefftment of Thaisia. They have assisted US in enhancing the 
security of om facilities. We’ve alsodisciissed with diem tie imperative of bringing to justice 
tioss fcsponsibfe for. fissse violeni attacks; And we have offered and will coniiiiue to look for 
ways tiat we can nssist the new Government of Tunisia In ensuring the rule of Jaw tljfoij^o.ut 
their countty, firet and foremost for the people of Tamsla themsel'vfes, We look forward to 
continulag to build our hew partnership with the TuniBlan Government and people. Our 
relatiop^lp is buih around the shared prinap.les of all demoeractes - acominttment to 
nonyioIenGie, to tolerance, and inclusjvity for all people, and to upholding the rule of kw< 

'fhe Tunisian people have' bravely put themselves on the :road to democracy^ They were, too first 
of the Arab -re'volufioi^ and-they have made jrnpoxtarit.pfogress in a very short period oftime. 
They have; worked to.D hard and .gaotifieed t 06 :m'uoh over too many years to see toelr progress 
iiijtiOkcd Or derailed by extremis'fs 'With ter own. agenda. And those cKtremiats, not only in 
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Tunisia but iti to0 msfty places nroutii^ the worlds look for opportuniifea to. exploit tbis otifmnt 
situation Qr-otber situations,, and all, peopleand leaders :raugt stand, against .therm 

So as file Tunisian Govermiient takes steps to stfengthen security and protect ^8 TutiisiaS people 
and economy from extremism ^d violent agendas, the United States stands:feady to help. We 
also: are working closely with TUnisia^on the hroadesr shared threat of terrpri.sra, including from 
groups like aI-Qaid,a and its affiliates, 

S:q lldints,t^3 please Imow. the United States te,mattte; 'cQ.mjjiitted'to:support,ingTnhiSig as you. deal 
with this curre.nt situation, as you (sontinue your demcxa'at’io transition, and wg want to be: with 
yon; m you co.nfVont dhah^gpsf and help setste oppcthinities tegethet^ for the betterment of the 
future ef Tunisia, 
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Ms. lackson. This is a tnanscnibed interview of Huma Abedin 
conducted by the House Select Committee on Benghazi. 

This interview is being conducted voluntarily as part of the 
committee's investigation into the attacks on the U.S. diplomatic 
facilities in Benghazi^ Libya, and related matters pursuant to House 
Resolution 567 of the 113th Congress and House Resolution 5 of the 114th 
Congress . 

Could we have the witness state her name, please? 

Ms. Abedin . Huma Abedin. 

Ms. lackson. Okay. We appreciate your appearance today. We 
understand, as I just said, that it's voluntary, and we appreciate, 
again, you coming in and sharing the information that you have. 

Again, good morning. I am Sharon lackson. I am one of the 
counsel from the majority staff. And for the reporter to make an 
official record of this proceeding, I 'm going to have everyone go around 
and introduce themselves, and I'll start with Mr. Pompeo to my right. 

Mr. Pompeo. I'm Congressman Mike Pompeo from the 4th District 
of Kansas. 

Mr. Westmoreland . Lynn Westmoreland from Georgia. 

Ms. lackson. Okay. And we'll go to your counsel then. 

Ms. Goodman. Martha Goodman, counsel for Ms. Abedin. 

Mr. Rodriguez . Miguel Rodriguez, counsel for Ms. Abedin. 

Ms. Dunn . Karen Dunn, counsel for Ms. Abedin. 

Ms. lackson. How about back to the minority staff in the back 


row. 
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Ms. Boyd. Knista Boyd with the select committee minority staff. 

Ms. Sawyer. Heather Sawyer with the minority staff. 

Mr. Kenny. Peter Kenny with the minority staff. 

Ms. Clarke . Sheria Clarke j majority staff. 

Mr. Kiko. Phil Kiko with the committee. 

Ms. Betz . Kim Betz with the majority staff. 

Mr. Davis . Carlton DaviSj counsel for Mr. Gowdy. 

Mr. Chipman. I'm Dana Chipman with the committee. 

Ms. Barrineau . Sara Barrineau with the majority staff. 

Ms. lackson. Okay. 

With thatj I understand that both the witness and her counsel have 
something to say^ so we ' 11 allow you to add to the record at this point . 

Ms. Dunn . Thank you, Sharon. Thanks for the opportunity to be 

here . 

So the first thing we just want to say is Ms. Abedin will be 
testifying today to the best of her recollection. She has not had the 
benefit of review of all documents that are at the State Department 
or even all documents that have been produced to this committee by the 
State Department. 

So we have agreed with committee staff that if there is a document 
that you want to show Ms. Abedin that she has not seen before -- some 
documents, we understand, were produced yesterday; we obviously have 
not seen those -- that we would take a break and allow for her to review 
the document. 

The other concern we shared with majority staff is about leaking. 
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We received some assurances in this regard^ and we just want to make 
sure everyone is sensitive to that. 

Ms. lackson. Okay. 

Ms. Abedin . Ms. lackson, I just want to say very briefly that 
I'm glad to have the opportunity to answer your questions today. You 
knowj I've spent most of my adult life in government service^ including 
in this complex for many years, and I want to do everything I can to 
be helpful to your committee. And I will do the best that I can to 
answer your questions as best as I can remember. 

And the last thing I'll say: If it's not already painfully 
obvious, I've never testified before a congressional committee before, 
and I'm extremely nervous. And so I appreciate your bearing with me. 

Ms. lackson. All right. 

As with anything, we have some ground rules that we follow, some 
procedures that we have in place that govern a transcribed interview 
like this. So I'd just like to take a couple minutes and go over those 
with you. 

Ms. Abedin . Of course. 

Ms. lackson. Generally, the way that questioning proceeds is 
that a Member of Congress or a member of the staff, of the majority 
staff, will ask questions for up to an hour. 

Ms. Abedin . Okay. 

Ms. lackson. And then you'll stay there, we'll switch seats and 
allow the minority staff or minority members of the committee to have 
the next hour of questioning. And we rotate back and forth in that 
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manner until each side has exhausted the questions that they have. And 
thenj once we're out of questions j the interview will conclude for 
today. 

Ms. Abedin . Okay. 

Ms. lackson. I realize that you've not testified before, but 
unlike testimony in a Federal court or a State court or a deposition 
in litigation, the committee format is not bound by rules of evidence. 
You and your counsel may raise objections for privilege subject to, 
then, review by the chairman of the committee. If those objections 
cannot be resolved in the interview, we can require you to return to 
answer those questions in a deposition or a hearing. 

Members or their staff, however, are not permitted to raise 
objections to the questions that are posed when either side is asking 
questions. This has not been an issue that we've had, but it is one 
of our processes that we observe. 

The setting that we're in today is an unclassified setting, so 
if any question that we pose to you you believe calls for a classified 
answer, please just let us know. We have a classified setting reserved 
for this afternoon, and we can move to that, or we can hold the question 
or withdraw the question until we're in a classified setting. 

Ms. Abedin . Okay. 

Ms. lackson . So, again, just to the best of your ability, alert 
us if you think an answer might go into classified information, and 
we'll reserve it for the appropriate setting. 

I believe your counsel has told you this, but I just wanted to 
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reiterate it. You are very welcome to confer with your counsel 
whenever you wish to do so. And you can do that throughout the 
interview before you answer any question and, obviously, during the 
breaks that we will take. 

But if it's a simple matter of you need something clarified or 
repeated, just ask us to do so. I have a habit of asking complex 
questions, and sometimes they need to be broken down. So if there's 
too many parts to it, just let me know. I'll be happy to restate it 
or rephrase it in a way that enables you to answer it to the best of 
your ability. 

But, again, if you want to discuss anything with your counsel, 
just let us know. We'll, you know, stop the clock, take a break, allow 
you a private area to confer with your counsel and give you as much 
time as you need to do that. 

Ms. Abedin . Thank you. 

Ms. lackson. We will also take a break whenever is convenient 
for you. We typically do this at the end of every hour of questioning, 
so we take a break every hour. But if you need a break in between, 
if you need another cup of coffee or if you need water or anything like 
that, please just let us know. We're going to try and make you as 
comfortable as possible, given the circumstances that we're all in 
today. 

As you can see, we have an official reporter taking down 
everything that is asked and your responses today. So one of the things 
that is important is that you give verbal responses to the questions 



220 


9 

that ane posed. We have a habit in conversation of nodding and shaking 
our headj but the reporter needs to take everything down. And so I 
give the reporter permission, if we get into that habit of not answering 
verbally, that the reporter can interject and say, "I need a verbal 
answer. " 

Along those same lines, sometimes people talk over each other, 
start giving an answer, or I might start a question before you've 
finished your answer. I will try my best not to do that. Again, I 
give the reporter full rein to interject and say "one at a time" or 
"slow down" or things like that. 

I have been told, when I used to appear in Federal court, that 
I can talk really fast. Anytime a judge would say to me, "You have 
5 minutes left in your closing," and I had 15 minutes of words yet to 
speak, I could talk really fast. And I will try not to do that today. 

We don't want to keep you here any longer than possible, but we 
do want to make sure we get a good record of everything that's said 
and that you feel that you understand the questions that are posed to 
you to give us your best recollection. 

And, again, that is what we're asking for today. We know that 
there has been a passage of time since these events that we're going 
to ask you about. And we realize that everyone's memory is not as 
crystal-clear as it was, say, yesterday, although I will admit that 
my short-term memory is the worst these days. My long-term memory is 
a little better. 

But we are asking that you give us the most complete answer that 
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you can to oun questions and to the best of youn recollection. If you 
can honestly not nememben something, please just say so. That's all 
we ask. 

If it's a matter of you don't know the information but you know 
someone else does, we would ask that you give us that information. So, 
again, as I've often said, we weren't there at the time, we were not 
in the room, and so we can only get the information from the people 
who were there at the time. And that's why you're here today. 

So I think that's pretty much it, except for the last part, but 
it's a very important part. Do you understand that you are required 
to answer questions from Congress truthfully? 

Ms . Abedin . Yes . 

Ms. lackson. Okay. Do you understand that this also applies to 
questions asked by staff members of a congressional committee? 

Ms . Abedin . Yes . 

Ms. lackson. Okay. Do you understand that witnesses that 
knowingly provide false testimony could be subject to criminal 
prosecution for perjury or making false statements? 

Ms . Abedin . Yes . 

Ms. lackson. Okay. Is there any reason that you would be unable 
to provide truthful answers to today's questions? 

Ms. Abedin . No. 

Ms. lackson. Okay. 

That is the end of my preamble. I am going to ask the minority 
staff if they have anything that they would like to add. 
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Ms. Sawyer. We'd just like to welcome you here. We appreciate 
you being here. The ranking member j Mr. Cummings from Maryland j will 
be joining us shortly, and I'm sure that he will also express his 
appreciation for you joining us today. 

Ms. Abedin . Thank you. Heather. Appreciate it. 

Ms. lackson. Ms. Abedin or your counsel, do you have anything 
else that you would like to add before we start the first round of 
questioning? 

Ms. Dunn . No. 

Ms. Abedin . No. 

Ms. lackson. Okay. 

And, with that, we will start the first round of questioning. 
I'll say it's 10:19, sort of in between that, but we will start the 
first round of questioning. 

EXAMINATION 

BY MS. lACKSON: 

Q Ms. Abedin, we understand that you worked at the State 
Department between the years of 2009 and 2013. Is that correct? 

A That's correct. 

Q Could you describe for us your duties, responsibilities, 
and positions at the State Department? 

A I was Secretary Clinton's Deputy Chief of Staff for 
Operations. And, in that capacity, I was responsible for the 
day-to-day operations of her office as it related to her schedule, her 
daily schedule, her long-term schedule. So it was everything from 
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planningj coordinatingj and implementing hen tnavelj whether it was 
in the buildingj domestically, or on foreign trips. 

Q And you said your role was limited to her office and her 

schedule. Is that correct? You were not in charge of operations for 
the State Department writ large? 

A That is correct. 

Q Okay. 

And can you give us the -- were you there during her entire tenure? 

A I was. 

Q Okay. Did you stay after her tenure? 

A I did not. 

Q Okay. 

Ms. Abedin, how did you first learn that the U.S. diplomatic 
facility in Benghazi had been attacked or was being attacked? 

A I remember receiving an alert on my BlackBerry. It was 
either a news alert or an alert from our operations center that there 
had been an attack. 

Q Where were you at the time? 

A I was in New York. 

Q Okay. So you were not at State Department buildings here 
in Washington, D.C. 

A I was not. 

Q Okay. 

What, if anything, did you do when you received that alert? 

A I called one of the assistants in the Secretary's office 
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to check in. 

Q Okay. And do you recall who that was? 

was either or one her 

two personal assistants there. 

Q Could I get the first name again^ please? 
or 

Q Okay. And whatj if anything j did you want to do or inquire 
aboutj or what was the purpose of your call? 

A I just wanted to check in . I'd heard about this -- I'd heard 
about the attack and just wanted to check in to the office and see what 
was happening. 

Q Do you recall approximately when that was? 

A You know, I honestly don't remember the time, but I was out 
to dinner with friends in New York, so it was sometime in the early 
evening . 

Q Would you say it was after 6 p.m. and before 8 p.m. or was 
it earlier than that? 

A I don't recall. 

Q Okay. 

You said that one of the ways that you might have been alerted 
was through an alert from the operations center? 

A Correct. 

Q Okay. 


[Abedin Exhibit No. 1 

Was marked for identification.] 
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BY MS. DACKSON: 

Q I'm going to hand you what I ' ve marked as Deposition Exhibit 
No. 1 on exhibit No. 1 , which is a series of updates from the operations 
center at the State Department. It bears -- oh, man, the copying is 
bad -- bears document number 58670, and it is a multipage document. 

But I would ask that you take a look at this exhibit, and then 
I'm going to ask you a few questions from it. 

A Okay. 

Q Okay. Are you ready? 

A Yes, ma'am. 

Q Okay. Is this the nature of an ops alert that you described 
as being the type of information that you might have received? Or would 
an ops alert come to you in a different format? 

A Looking at this, the document that you're showing me, I'm 

not sure I would have received these particular messages. Often, the 
special assistants for example, is noted up here -- would 

forward alerts that they got, that the special assistants got, that 
they then forwarded to some of the members of the Secretary's staff. 

I don't recall receiving updates to this detail that evening. 
But, yes, an ops alert typically would give you an update on a situation 
around the world at one of our facilities. 

Q And when information would be forwarded to you, would it 
be forwarded in the form that the special assistants received it? 

A I can't speak specifically, but this would not be atypical, 
for the special assistant to then forward it to some members of the 
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Secnetany's staff, as is reflected in this particular document. 

Q So I want to understand how the information flow would go. 
So if it wouldn't come in this form, how would it come to -- 

A No, it would. It would've been forwarded -- I mean, this 
is not atypical is what I'm saying. 

Q Oh, not atypical. 

A This is not atypical -- 

Q Okay. 

A -- for the special assistant to have forwarded something 

to members of the Secretary's staff. 

Q Okay. 

Going back to, sort of, the end of this document, when the first 
alert came out, which would be, sort of, the bottom of the 
second-to-last page into the last page, it is sent Tuesday, 
September 11, 2012, at 4:05 p.m. And it lists a variety of what I would 
call distribution lists. 

A Uh-huh. 

Q Is that how you would describe who it is sent to? 

A I'm not sure I can speak to who, you know, the ops alert 

would send emails to. But, yes, it was a selection of people throughout 
the Department. Yes. 

Q Were you part of any of these email addresses here? For 
example, in the "to" line, I see, S_SpecialAssistants@state.gov. 

A Correct. 

Q Correct. Would you be a recipient of that, or would that 
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have been someone else who then would have perhaps forwarded the 
information to you? 

A I would not have been a recipient of that. That would go 
to the S_SpecialAssistants . 

Q Okay. 

As you look through this list of email addresses^ do you see any 
email address that you would have been a part of? 

A There isn't an email address here that I recognize as part 
of a distribution group I would have been on. 

Q In the middle of that distribution listj I see an email 
address that is called "BenghaziUpdate@state.gov." Do you recognize 
that email address? 

A It does not sound familiar to me. 

Q Okay. So you don't know who would have been a part of that 
email address. 

A I am not certain. 

Q Okay. 

Throughout this documentj exhibit 1 , there are periodic updates 
that have come in, which culminates on the first page with what is in 
the subject line, "Update 8: Second Evacuee Flight is Wheels-Down in 
Tripoli. " 

Do you recall whether you received these updates periodically 
through this evening and into the next day, September 12? 

A I do not recall. 

Q Did you receive periodic updates that night from any other 
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source? 

A You knowj Ms. Dacksorij the best that I rememberj I received 
a notice on my BlackBerry. I'm not certain if it was an ops alert or 
if it was, you know, a CNN breaking news story. I was out to dinner 
with my husband and with some friends. I looked at it with some alarm. 

I got up. I remember I was in a noisy restaurant. I called the 
office. "What's happening?" And it was clear they had a lot going 
on and said, yes, the Secretary is here, senior staff is here, and a 
lot's happening. And, basically, I can't -- I don't remember it being 
more than a few-minute phone call. I certainly don't think I 
appreciated how serious the situation was in that moment, because, you 
know, I just went back to what I was doing. 

And so I do not recall having received -- and now that I've read 
this document -- you know, some obviously very serious updates that 
were being sent. I don't recall seeing those. 

Q Did you have any further communications with anyone back 
at what I will describe as "Main State" either that evening or the next 
morning? 

A I went to bed not, you know, having much, frankly, of an 
update. I don't recall hearing from any of my colleagues that evening. 
And then I woke to a department-wide email informing us that we'd lost 
Chris Stevens. 

Q Okay. Do you recall if you had talked to the Secretary that 
evening? 

A I didn't talk to her. 
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Q Okay. Did you talk to hen the next morning? 

A I did. 

Q Okay. And we'll come back to that in a moment. 

One last question about exhibit No. 1. At the very top of this 
documentj on Tuesday^ October 23, 2012, this document is being sent 
to Philippe ReineSj Cheryl MillSj and 3ake Sullivan and then to an 
address called "Coordination@state.gov." 

Do you know what the Coordination@state.gov represented? 

A I don't. 

Q Is it an email address that you recall ever using? 

A I never heard of it before. 

Q Okay. 

Was there any type of coordination group that was put together 
in response to the Benghazi incident? 

A If there waSj I'm not aware of the specifics. 

Q Okay. All right. 

A Shall I return this to you, ma'am? 

Q We'll just set them over there for the reporter. 

A Okay. 

Q Set them to the side. 

You stated that you talked to the Secretary the next morning? 
A I did. 

Q Okay. And do you recall approximately when that was? 

A I do not. 

Q Before noon? Or before 10? 
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A I think it may have been in the afternoon. 

Q Okay. And did she relate to you what she knew about the 

attacks in Benghazi? 

A Honestly, in that moment, I think everyone was just in shock 
and immediately trying to figure out how we brought the bodies home. 

And, you know, for me, for my purposes, the purpose of our 
communication that day would have been how we addressed her existing 
schedule, which was quite full, and how we accommodated the schedule 
to have an appropriate service to honor, you know, those that we lost, 
and, you know, how that affected her schedule, and what do we cancel, 
what do we keep, who are we calling, and just, you know, coordinating 
that . 

I mean, it was pretty --we had moved pretty quickly into how do 
we operationalize, what are we supposed to be doing. I just remember 
everyone, you know, being in a little bit of -- our building was in 
mourning. 

Q Uh-huh. 

Do you recall any conversation with the Secretary regarding the 
details of the attack as part of that conversation? 

A Oh, absolutely not. Those were -- no. 

Q Okay. 

Did you have conversations, telephone conversations, with any of 
the other senior leaders from the State Department that day? 

A I did. 

Q Okay. And who did you speak with? 
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A I couldn't tell you specificallyj but I probably spoke to 
a lot of them. I was in the building the next day. I returned to 
Washington; I was in the building the next day. I saw many of my 
colleagues . 

Q Okay. That was going to be my next question. Were you 
doing this from New York or Washington? 

A I was in Washington. 

Q So you returned that morning of the 12th? 

A I returned^ if I remember correctly^ late morning -- I 

returned late morning. It was after the President had visited the 
Department. 

Q Okay. 

And sOj then j once you returned j you were handling the Secretary ' s 
schedule and rearranging things and -- 

A You knowj honestly^ at that pointy I was more serving in 
an advisory capacity -- how can I help^ you knowj what needed to be 
done. You know, many of my colleagues in the Department knew Chris 
quite well. And so it was just, you know -- part of it was, you know, 
we were just wondering around, you know, we were hugging people and 
checking in on them. But, yes, I did reengage. 

Q Okay. 

When did you first get any details regarding the attack, or 
attacks? 

A I don't recall anything specific. There was 

obviously -- there were news reports coming out immediately. If there 
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were reports about the attack that were coming up in the Department^ 
those were not meetings I would have typically been in. 

Q Was it discussed, though? 

A I -- 

Q And by that, I mean in your presence. 

A I don't remember conversations. I was more in -- it wasn't 
my purview to be, sort of, listening to those conversations or being 
part of those conversations. I don't recall anything specific, aside 
from just talking about the loss of life. 

Q Okay. 

Do you know if the Secretary had reached out to either any of the 
survivors of the attack or the employees in Tripoli or other Americans 
that were in Libya? 

A Could you be more specific into what time? When? 

Q Either the night of the attack or the 12th. 

A I know that -- I think it's public record that she spoke 
with the embassy that evening. And beyond that, I wasn't privy to the 
conversations or meetings that she had that evening. 

Q Okay. And when you say "the embassy, " you ' re talking about 
Tripoli as opposed to Benghazi? 

A Yes. That's my recollection. 

Q Okay. 

There is an interagency group known as the FEST, which is the 
Foreign Emergency Support Team. Are you aware of the FEST? 

A I'm not, really. I've read about them in news reports, but 
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no. 

Q At the time. 

A No. 

Q At the time of the -- 

A At the timej I would not. 

Q Okay. 

Ms. Dunn. Sharon^ I think also it would help, just to clarify, 
because I think there are some things that Ms. Abedin will know because 
she saw the news, and there are things that she will know because they ' re 
her firsthand knowledge. 

Ms. iackson. Right. 

Ms. Dunn. And I suppose what you're interested in is what she 
actually remembers based on her firsthand knowledge. 

Ms. iackson. That is correct. 

Ms. Dunn . But it's sometimes very difficult because, sitting 
here today, she probably knows what she read in the news. So I think -- 

Ms. Tackson. I will try and preface my questions with "at the 
time." But that is what -- you know, at the time these events unfolded, 
you know, did any number of things happen. And I have a list of things 
that I want to go down. 

Ms. Abedin . Okay. 

Ms. Tackson. So, regardless of whether you subsequently learned 
about things, I want to focus on what you knew at the time, what was 
discussed at the time, the information flow within -- 

Ms. Abedin . Okay. 
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Ms. Jackson. -- the senior leadership of the Department. 

And I understand that it's very likely you don't know a variety 
of things, but I want to explore that too, okay? 

Ms. Abedin . Okay. 

Ms. Jackson. All right. 

BY MS. JACKSON: 

Q So, as to the FEST, at the time of the attacks in September 
of 2012, you did not know of that resource of the State Department? 

A I did not. 

Q Okay. Did it come up in any conversations that you were 
privy to in the immediate aftermath of the attacks, like, the 12th, 
13th, 14th, that week? 

A None that I recall. 

Q Okay. 

Subsequent to that time and notwithstanding anything that you may 
have read in the media or learned, but did you ever learn in your 
official capacity at the State Department that there was a decision 
not to employ the FEST that evening? 

A No. I'm not aware. 

Q Okay. 

Moving ahead a couple of days, or in the immediate aftermath of 
the attacks, so the 12th, 13th, 14th, 15th, was the Secretary asked 
to appear on any news shows? 

A I recall conversations about potentially appearing on the 


Sunday shows. 
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Q Okay. And when do you recall that you first learned about 

that? 

A I have no memory. It was within -- you knowj it was within 
that span of daySj but I couldn't tell you. 

Q Would it have been before Friday? 

A It's possible it wasn't. I don't know. I really don't 

know. 

Q Okay. Do you recall that you had the return-of -remains 
ceremony on Friday afternoon? 

A Absolutely. 

Q Okay. Would it have been -- I'm just trying to focus on 
the time period as best we can. 

A Okay. 

Q Would it have -- you returned on Wednesday? 

A Wednesday. 

Q And you had the return of remains on Friday. Where did the 
Secretary go after the return of remains? Did she go to New York? 
A She was in Washington^ as I recollect. 

Q That weekend? 

A Not the entire weekend. She returned to New York that 
weekend . 

Q Okay. Would it have been before she returned to New York 
that these conversations about the Sunday talk shows would have come 
up? 

A I would be speculating^ but likely -- I would be 
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speculating. I meanj I don't -- I honestly don't nememben. 

Q Okay. And that's why we have documents. 

A Oh, thank you. Good. 

Q I'm going to mark this document as exhibit No. 2. 

[Abedin Exhibit No. 2 

Was marked for identification.] 

BY MS. 3ACKSON: 

Q It's document 45306. 

A Okay. 

Q There's a front and back, double-sided, but there's very 
little on the back. 

A Okay. 

Q Have you had enough time to review this document? 

A Yes, ma'am. 

Q Okay. This document, which has been marked 45306 and 

45307, has a subject line of "Mini for Today -- Friday, September 14, 
2012 . " 

Can you explain to us what a "mini for today" is? 

A Yes. So her assistants would typically print her schedule, 
shrink it down on an index card so that it was convenient for her to 
travel with, and we called it the mini. 

Q Okay. 

This was an email exchange sent by Who was he? 

A He was one of her assistants in the office. He did all of 
her correspondence and printed documents for her. 
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Q Okay. So he worked on the seventh floor at the State 
Department? 

A He did. 

Q And he would have access to her calendar and schedule and 

things like that? 

A He typically would --he would've been sent this to format 

it, but the schedulers are the ones who accessed and maintained the 
schedule . 

Q Okay. 

And I notice that this was sent at 7:29 a.m. to you and others, 
is a name you -- 

A Yes . 

Q -- previously mentioned. I believe, is also 

a name you mentioned. And then there is one other name, and who is 
that person? 

A was her director of scheduling. 

Q Okay. 

So were all of these people, you yourself included, involved in 
setting up her schedule for that day? 

A It would have been who set up her schedule, and most 
of us would have been cc'd for our awareness, but yes. 

Q Okay. 

And I noticed that down at the bottom there are some TBDs, which 
I assume means "to be determined," but please correct me if I'm wrong. 

A That is correct. 
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Q Okay. And it appears that there was some consideration 
that the Secretary would leave after the return-of-remains ceremony 
and go to New York. Was that under consideration at the time? 

A It must have been^ as is noted on the schedule^ yes. 

Q Okay. Do you have a recollection as to whether that 

occurred? 

A I don't. I'm not sure. You knowj I'm not sure that she 
would have left that night. 

Q Okay. If she didn't leave Friday nightj when did she leave? 

A She either left Friday^ Saturday, or Sunday. I just would 
have to check -- 

Q Okay. 

A -- the records. 

Q And what type of records would have that information? 

A Her schedule. Her schedule for that day. 

Q And the State Department should still have a record of that? 

A You'd have to check with them. 

Q Okay. 

Mr. Westmoreland . Sharon, can I just get her to clarify? 

Ms. lackson. Yes. 

Mr. Westmoreland . What kind of scheduling did you do for Mrs. 
Clinton? 

Ms. Abedin . Well, I oversaw the scheduling operation. So it 
would be, sort of, long-term planning, where she goes, you know, when 
we're traveling overseas. I worked very closely with we worked 
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hand-in-hand, but she actually typed out the schedule. She would be 
the one who then called the host organization and said, "The Secretary 
will be coming," and then worked out all the logistical details. But 
I oversaw 

Mr. Westmoreland . So you oversaw all the scheduling, but there 
was people that worked under you that scheduled different things? 

Ms . Abedin . They would schedule those things, sir . They did the 
actual logistics. They called. They, you know, talked about what her 
arrival point would be, where would she depart from, what would the 
order of the program be. So they reported -- she reported to me. 

Mr. Westmoreland . So you would say, "She is going to New York," 
and they would do all the other stuff, whether it's getting a flight 
or whatever. If you said, "She's going to New York Friday 
afternoon" -- 

Ms. Abedin . Yes, sir. 

Mr. Westmoreland . -- then it would be up to them to -- 

Ms. Abedin . Yes, sir. Yes, sir. would -- 

Mr. Westmoreland . -- coordinate that? 

Ms. Abedin . Yes, sir. 

Mr. Westmoreland . But you don't remember if you told them that 
she was going to New York that afternoon or not? 

Ms. Abedin . When she was in -- I don't. There was some 
conversation about her leaving that evening, as is reflected in this 
document. I'm not certain she did, sir. She went back -- 

Mr. Westmoreland . But you had her scheduled to go back to New 
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York. 

Ms. Abedin . We had put it as a tentative option for her to gOj 
but she -- it ' s possible she left later in the weekend . But I don't -- I 
didn't travel back with her, so I don't have on the top of my head when 
her wheels-up time was. 

BY MS. DACKSON: 

Q Okay. Dust a couple other things on her schedule that day. 

I see at 9:30 a.m. she had a weekly meeting with U.N. Ambassador 
Susan Rice. Do you see that on the schedule, on exhibit 2? 

A I do see that, yes. 

Q Do you know if that meeting occurred that day? Do you 
recall? 

A I don't specifically recall for Friday. They did have a 
standing Friday meeting, so it was, you know -- typically. Ambassador 
Rice was there. As to that particular Friday, I don't remember if I 
saw her or not. 

Q Okay. And one of the reasons I was just wondering is if 
Ambassador Rice then stayed and traveled with the Secretary to the 
ceremony in the afternoon or if you have a recollection of seeing her 
on this particular day. 

A The senior officials I remember seeing that day were at 
Andrews Air Force Base. I just -- I don't remember if Ambassador Rice 
was there. I don't -- I really -- I'm sorry. I'm sorry I can't be 
more helpful. 

Q Okay. Well, let me ask it this way. Once the Secretary 
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concluded hen meetings for a day, was there a document that was written 
up that would summarize what actually happened on her schedule? Is 
there another document that may be out there that would confirm what 
she did or did not do? 

A There typically was, yes, maintained at the State 
Department by who was her executive assistant and did 

the final -- you know, updated what actually ended up happening. 

Q Okay. And do you know where that final schedule was kept? 

A Somewhere in the Department. 

Q Okay. But was the person who was 

responsible for that at the time? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. 

A When she was in the office, it was yes. 

Q Okay. 

Moving up to the schedule, I see at 8:45 a.m. there's a daily 
senior staff meeting in the Secretary's conference room. Do you recall 
if that meeting occurred? 

A It's a meeting that took place every day when she was in 
Washington. I'd be speculating, but I would imagine it happened. I 
have no reason to believe it wouldn't happen. 

Q Okay. And who would attend the daily senior staff meeting? 

A It was leadership -- it was leadership from -- 

Ms. Jackson . Oh, let me just interrupt for a second. We've been 
joined -- interrupt you to say we've been joined by Representative 





242 


31 


Cummings . 

BY MS. JACKSON: 

Q I believe the question was, who would attend the daily 
senior staff meeting? 

A It was leadership from throughout the Department, the 
deputy secretaries and then the heads of various departments throughout 
the building. 

Q So the under secretaries? 

A No, not the under secretaries, specifically. It was the 
deputy secretaries of state and then representatives from -- you know, 
the executive secretary, for example, would be there, the executive 
assistant would be there, the head of H&L, and our counselor and chief 
of staff would be there. It was a smaller group. 

Q Okay. And would you typically attend those when they were 
held at the State Department? 

A Sometimes I did, but not always. 

Q Okay. 

And when the Secretary was traveling, did she have an alternative 
to this meeting? Was there a daily conference call as opposed to a 
meeting in her conference room? Did she maintain a daily briefing with 
her senior staff when she was out of the office? 

A She received a PDB on a daily basis. 

Q And would that be the Presidential Daily Brief? 

A Yes, ma'am. 

Q Okay. 
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A But on tnavelj there wasn't typically a standing meeting 
or phone call that took place with the Department. Butj you knowj we 
were all regularly talking on the road, and several members of people 
traveling would be in communication with the State Department, 
including the Secretary. 

Q Okay. 

And at this daily senior staff meeting, for the ones that you 
attended, what were the topics of conversation, just generally? What 
type of things were being discussed? 

A It was any news and updates that each individual department 

wanted to say that they are working on. The Legal Advisor would, for 
example, tell the Secretary what they were working on. The people 
representing H would tell her what was happening on the Hill. The 
executive secretary would give an update about what was happening at 
embassies around the world. It was sort of a, you know, daily update, 
daily report. 

Q Okay. 

A And then she would share anything that she wanted to. 

Q Okay. 

And did she have other standing meetings throughout the week with 
other either departments or sections of the Department? 

A She did. Every Monday morning, we had a senior leadership 
meeting, which was very large, that did include the under secretaries, 
and it included the assistant secretaries from just about every bureau 
in the building. And all the envoys were included. So that was a 
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Standing meeting that was every Monday. 

She also had a standing meeting with the regional assistant 
secretaries. So the assistant secretaries that reported to the Under 
Secretary for Political Affairs, they would update her on the 
activities of their bureau. 

Q Okay. That would include the Under Secretary for Near 
Eastern Affairs, the regional bureau? 

A That's correct. 

Q Okay. 

A Yes . 

Q And when you say "regional bureaus, " just help me understand 
the hierarchy in the State Department. Was that a level below the 
assistant secretary? Were they people different than the assistant 
secretaries, or was it the assistant secretaries? 

A It was either the assistant secretary or, you know, the 
principal deputy assistant secretary in the office. It was whoever 
the assistant secretary for that particular bureau, you know, deemed 
appropriate to attend. They either came themselves; often, if they 
were traveling, it wasn't atypical for a deputy to show up. 

Q Okay. And how often were these meetings held? 

A The regionals were once a week or once every other week. 
But, again, it depended on her travel schedule. We tried to do it once 
a week. And I think it was every Thursday. 

Q Okay. And how many people would be attending this 
particular meeting? How voluminous was the attendees? 
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A Fon the regional? 

Q Let's start there j yeah. 

A It would be just the number of assistant secretaries as 
there were for regional bureaus. So 10 , 11? I'm guessing. 

Q Okay. 

A It was -- you knowj it would fill this table. 

Q I just want to make -- let's take Near East Affairs. Do 

you know how many regional bureaus were within the Near East Affairs -- 
A Wellj that was a -- 

Q -- region? 

A That was a regional bureau. 

Q Okay. 

A That was one. 

Q Okay. So they'd have one person there. 

A Correct. 

Q Ohj okay. 

A Yes . 

Q I understand now. 

A Yes . 

Q And the other meeting that you described that was the larger 
meetingj how many people would be at that? 

A That was quite large. That could have been^ you know, 
anywhere from 30 to 40 people. Again, I'm guessing, but that was a 
very broad cross-section of leadership throughout the Department was 


included . 
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Q Okay. 

Nowj you said the special envoys attended that meeting? 

A If they were not tnavelingj yes. 

Q Okay. So were there any telecommunications capabilities? 

I meanj did people remote in? Was it is a SVTCS or a VTC or anything 
like that? Or would it be an in-person meeting? 

A That was an in-person meeting. 

Q Okay. So if you had an envoy that was in the Middle East 

or some other country^ that person would not be participating? 

A I don't recall that ever happening. 

Q Okay. 

I veered off a little bit. We had been talking about the 
Secretary was asked to appear on the Sunday talk shows following the 
attacks in Benghazi. And I believe you stated that she had been 
requested to do them. Is that correct? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. And do you recall who requested? 

A Actually^ I just want to clarify somethingj Ms. lackson. 
There was conversation about her going on the Sunday shows that was 
raised with me, but -- yes, there was conversation. 

Q And did you have those conversations with the Secretary? 

A If I'm recalling, yes. 

Q Okay. And who else participated in those conversations? 

A Our press secretary, Philippe Reines. 

Q Okay. Anyone else? 
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A I'm sure oun deputy chief of staff, lake Sullivan, and our 
chief of staff, Cheryl Mills. 

Q Okay. Did Victoria Nuland participate in the 
conversations, if you recall? 

A I'm sure she did. Philippe reported to Victoria, so I'm 

sure she did. 

Q Okay. Anyone else that you recall being a part of that? 

A No. 

Q Okay. 

What do you recall about how the topic came to be? Had the news 
organizations reached out to the Secretary or to Philippe Reines or 
Victoria Nuland requesting her? Was she asked by the White House? Was 
it something that she volunteered to do? What can you tell us about 
the origin of that? 

A And you're asking me what I knew at the time -- 

Q Yes. 

A -- not what I know now. 

What I remember -- I don't remember being on any email exchanges 
about this. I remember getting a call. And it wouldn't have been 
atypical for Philippe, our press secretary, to call me and say, hey, 
what do you think about the idea of -- you know, can we have the 
Secretary -- or should we talk about the Secretary being on the Sunday 
shows? And we had a discussion about it. It might have been a 
conference call with some of these, you know, other individuals I 
mentioned. It might have just been me and Philippe. But it was pretty 
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quickly determined that she would not. 

Q Okay. And tell us about how that decision was reached. 
What was discussed? Who discussed it? What were the pros and cons 
being discussed? 

A Well, I can tell you from my perspective, because that's 
what I remember, which was we had a pretty full set of particularly 
phone calls that we needed and that the Secretary wanted to -- both 
responsive and proactive phone calls that she needed to make throughout 
the weekend. And we were much more focused -- I was much more focused 
on just getting done what she needed to have done. And if I remember 
correctly, she was on the phone pretty much all weekend, certainly all 
day Saturday and maybe some part of Sunday too. 

But it seemed to me, as somebody who had to determine what to, 
you know, put on her schedule, that we had other priorities, other 
things that she needed to be doing. I did also anticipate that she 
was going to go back to New York that weekend. And, lastly, it was 
a pretty rare occurrence that she would have done Sunday shows . I mean, 
it wasn't anything that was ever seen, really, as a priority by any 
of us, frankly. 

Q Was there any part of this discussion that centered on the 
fact that when she had in the rare instances done Sunday talk shows 
before it had been about Libya? 

A Are you telling me that? 

Q Well, let me ask you that. Did you know that she had 
previously done the Sunday talk show circuit, if you will, regarding 



249 


38 


Libya? Do you recall? 

A You knowj we had done the Sunday shows that yean^ I know 
that, and maybe one on two, but I don't remember the topic. I do 
remember that we went, yes, earlier in the year. 

Q Do you recall that she did the Sunday talk shows right around 

the time of the U.N. resolution and when the President was going to 
make an address to the Nation regarding Libya? 

A It could have been. 

Q Could have been? 

A Yeah. Yeah. 

Q Okay. 

Do you recall whether there was any -- back to September -- 

A Yeah. 

Q -- of 2012. Do you recall there being any part of the 

discussion of whether she should do the shows being the fact that she 

had done Sunday talk shows regarding Libya before? Do you remember 
that being discussed as a factor? 

A Not at all. 

Q Okay. 

And, again, do you recall when the decision was made that she was 
not going to do them? 

A I don't recall specifically when. But I do know that when 
it was raised with me, from my perspective, I immediately said, this 
will be very challenging to do, given everything else we're trying to 
do, in terms of these priority calls that needed to be done. 
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Q Do you know when the decision was made to have Ambassador 
Rice do the Sunday talk shows? Were you pant of any of those 
discussions? 

A I was not. And I typically wouldn't have been. 

Q Okay. 

In the days following thatj did you learn anything -- so in the 
rest of the month of September into Octoberj did you learn anything 
about how the decision was made to have Ambassador Rice go on the talk 
shows? 

A I don't recall any conversations. 

Q Okay. None at all? 

A No. Andj I mean, those typically wouldn 't be conversations 
I would have been involved in. But I specifically. I don't 
specifically. 

Q Do you know if anyone else was involved in those 
conversations, regardless of the specifics of the conversation? 

A I can't speak to what other people were involved with. I 
don't know. I honestly don't know. 

Q Did the Secretary weigh in as to whether she wanted to do 
the Sunday talk shows? 

A I remember discussing it -- you know, we discussing it with 
her very briefly, and the answer was "no" almost immediately, from my 
memory. 

Q Okay. 

Now, you've stated that the Secretary made a variety of calls that 
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weekend. Is that connect? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. And what wene the natune of those calls? I mean, 
to whom? What wene -- yeah. 

A Wow, you'ne neally -- you'ne neally, like, testing my 
memony hene. 

Q I'm looking fon mone genenally. 

A You know, thene would have been negional calls to othen 

leadens in the Middle East. She may have called -- in fact, I'm sune 
she called the Libyan leadenship and othen, sont of, negional Anab 
leadens . 

I necall thene being some convensations with Afnican leadens, as 
well. Thene was something going on in the negion, and those calls 
needed to be addnessed. And that, I think, might have even been pnion 
to knowing about the attack, but it was. 

I nememben, that weekend, thene just being so many calls that she 
had to make. I think she called the King of Monocco, fon example, as 
a specific, I mean, just something that sticks out in my head. But 
those ane the ones that I can necall. 

Ms. Dunn . Do you have a document on something? 

Ms. lackson. Yeah. 

Ms. Dunn . Okay. Given that, you know -- 

Ms. lackson. We may cincle back anound to that. 

Ms. Dunn . Okay. 


BY MS. lACKSON: 
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Q I know you answered thiSj but let me ask it again because -- 

A Yeah. 

Q --I'm not exactly sure I remembered your answer. Did you 
stay in Washington that weekend, or did you travel -- I know you said 
you didn't travel back with the Secretary. 

A Yes . 

Q But did you travel back to New York? 

A I did. 

Q You did? 

A I did. 

Q Okay. Did you work with her at her New York residence that 

weekend on these calls? 

A I don't think I was with her that -- I wasn't always with 
her. So I don't think I was there that weekend, no. 

Q Okay. 

I want to switch gears here for a moment because I have a few more 
questions. Or -- 

Mr. Pompeo. You keep going. You keep going. 

Ms. lackson. Are you sure? 

Mr. Pompeo. Yes, of course. 

Ms. lackson. Okay. 

Ms. Dunn . I'm also just wondering, do you do breaks on the hour, 
or do you them on the 19s, when we started? 

Ms . lackson . I usually go for a full 60 minutes, but if you would 


like a break, we'll be happy to take one now. 
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Ms. Abedin . Ohj no, I'm fine. 

Ms. lackson . Okay. Then I will go to, like, 19 after, and then 
I'd be done with my hour, and we would take a break and switch. 

Ms. Dunn . Got it. Thank you. 

Ms. lackson. Okay. Is that fine? 

Ms. Dunn . Yeah, no, that's fine. 

Ms. lackson. Okay. 

BY MS. 3ACKSON: 

Q I want to step back to much earlier, in February and March 
of 2011, when the Arab Spring erupted -- 

A Okay. 

Q -- and ask you what you recall about the discussions of the 

U.S. intervention in Libya. 

A Well, anything related to the policy elements, I would not 
be able to be helpful in providing because I wasn't involved in those 
conversations. But in terms of her travel and her schedule, I can tell 
you what I remember. Is that what you're asking me? 

Q We wanted to know what you knew and what you didn't know 
and then -- yes. And now we want to go into what you do know. Okay? 

A Okay. 

Q I just wanted to make clear what you would have been involved 
in and not involved in. 

A Yes. In that time period or, frankly, any time period, any 

meetings as it related to policy would not have been my purview and 
would not have been what I was included in. But I certainly was 
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included in conversations about where she would go. I was part of those 
discussions about her travel. 

Q And as to policy and as to Libyaj in particularj who would 
have been the person that she discussed Libyan policy with? 

A That would have been our -- wellj it would have been a 
combination of leadership of the Department. It would have been our 
Assistant Secretary for Near Eastern Affairs^ leff Feltman, and, you 
know, our Deputy Secretary of State, Bill Burns, and lake Sullivan, 
who was my co-Deputy Chief of Staff, and he did policy. I was 
operations, and he was policy. 

Q Okay. 

Now, the Department had a second Deputy Secretary; I believe at 
that time it was Thomas Nides. Or, at least, he changed -- 

A Was it lack Lew or Tom? I think it would have been Tom, 

yes . 

Q Okay. Regardless of who was in the position, did they have 
a policy role? 

A I'm not sure how to answer that question. I mean, they 
certainly -- I mean, I experienced the person in that role as much more 
of a management deputy. Like, I certainly saw, you know. Bill Burns 
or Dim Steinberg as the Deputy Secretary of State who did policy, and 
the other was more of a management capacity. 

Q Okay. And not to say that they didn't delve into policy -- 

A Yeah, no, yes. I just -- yeah, I'm not -- I'm not sure 

that -- I'm not sure that I saw that. 
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Q In the spring of 2011 and throughout 2011^ we see a lot of 
documents where you are forwarding to Secretary Clinton information 
regarding Libya and what's happening in Libya, both in general news 
articles and in more specific substance from within the State 
Department. Do you recall that? 

A Yes. Absolutely. 

Q Okay. Tell us how you chose or you knew to forward things 
to the Secretary. Were you given direction to do so? Did you just 
know what was going on and did it of your own volition? We're just 
trying to understand why the information flowed in the way it did. 

A You're talking about electronic? 

Q Yes. 

A Okay. So when she was in the office and when she was on 
the road, you know, most information that she got was on paper that 
was, you know, handed to her and that she handed back. And the same 
thing happened on the road. We had our line officers, whose 
responsibility was to create the paper, print it, and give it to her. 

In instances where she might be at home for the evening or it was 
the weekend, I often did send her news alerts or just updates through 
the Department. She generally wanted to know what was going on, and 
it was my attempt to help keep her informed. 

Q Okay. Would she communicate to you what areas of the world 
she was concerned about or wanted updates on? 

A No. You know, I generally erred on sending her more rather 
than less. It wasn't specific. You know, for example, if it was a 
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news update^ I would send it to henj regardless of the region in the 
world . 

Q Okay. And how did you know to send her information on 
Libya? What was your thought process in deciding to send her 
information on Libya? 

A I would have send her, if it was information on Somalia or 
London or the U.K., I mean, anywhere, I would have forwarded -- I would 
have likely forwarded it to her. 

Q Okay. 

Do you have any sense or recall as to whether the volume of 
information you sent her regarding Libya stayed constant, whether it 
ebbed and flowed? Was there a time where it tapered off? And, 
specifically, I'm looking at the period of 2011 and 2012. 

A I remember -- I recall receiving just throughout her tenure 
lots of, you know, email updates about the status of, you know, 
countries around the world, and I sent them to her. 

Certainly, in 2011, I mean, we were very heavily engaged in all 
aspects of what was happening in Libya. I mean, I can speak from my 
own perspective. The amount of time she spent at these international 
conferences and with the contact groups -- I mean, I think we had, I 
don't know, eight or nine trips in 2011 alone that were somehow related 
to Libya, I mean, starting in February, I think, of that year when she 
went to the U.N. Human Rights Council in Switzerland. 

So, between that and then going to Paris and then going to London 
and then going back to Paris and then being in Istanbul and Rome and 
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the Emirates and then finally back in Paris and then ending up in Tripoli 
in October of that year^ yeSj I mean^ it was a constant^ you knowj 
physical presence that she had in these meetings. And there was a lot 
of work donOj you know, around that remotely. And so, sure, was I 
sending her updates on Libya? Absolutely. 

As to the number and the volume, I couldn't guess, but it was 
probably -- I would speculate that there was probably a lot of updates 
that were coming in that I would be sending. 

Q Okay. 

And all of those cities that you just talked about, Paris three 
times and Rome -- 

A Yes, ma'am. 

Q -- and Istanbul, were those all Libya-related meetings -- 

A Yes, ma'am. 

Q -- that she attended? 

A Yes, ma'am. 

Q Okay. 

In February-March of 2011, were you aware that Chris Stevens was 
going to be selected to be the Envoy to -- and be sent to Benghazi and 
Envoy to Libya? 

A I was not. 

Q Okay. When did you first learn that? 

A When I met him -- and if I'm remembering correctly, I think 
that was the first time I actually met Chris. When he attended a 
meeting with Mahmoud libril in Paris was the first time that the 
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Secnetany was meeting with the opposition leaden. And this would have 
been probably mid-March of 2011, and it's the first time I met Chris. 

Q Okay. And that was before he went into Benghazi as the 
Envoy? 

A I don't know at that point what his formal title was. But, 
at that point, it was, at least to me, clear -- that's why he was in 
the meeting -- that he was our representative to the TNC. 

Q Okay. 

Do you recall whether Ambassador Cretz was at that meeting? 

A I think he was. I think he was, yes. 

Q Okay. 

And tell us what you know of why Chris Stevens was selected to 
go and be the representative to the rebels or the revolutionaries. 

A I have absolutely no idea. 

Q Okay. Do you know who made that decision? 

A I would be speculating. 

Q Okay. 

Ms. lackson . I see that I only have about 5 or 6 minutes left, 
and I believe Mr. Westmoreland has a couple of question. So he may 
want to jump back a little bit. 

Mr. Westmoreland . I just want to go back to the scheduling for 
a minute. 

Ms. Abedin . Yes, sir. 

Mr. Westmoreland . You talked to the Secretary, I guess, late in 


the afternoon of the 12th? 
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Ms. Abedin . YeSj sin. 

Mr. Westmoreland . Did she give you any scheduling request of 
what she felt like she needed to do for you to put on the calendar? 

Ms. Abedin. From my recollection, sir, that first meeting that 
we had was to address what to do about the next few days in the immediate. 

For example, we had the Foreign Minister of Morocco who had come 
in with an entire delegation, and we were doing a strategic dialogue 
meeting. And this had been a long-planned summit, if you will, that 
was taking place actually the next day, that Thursday, the 13th. 

And we also had had a long-scheduled and delayed Eld reception, 
which was, you know, the end of the month of Ramadan, sort of, 
celebration . 

And that purpose of that first meeting was what should we do about 
the next few days. And, you know, again, from my recollection, we 
pretty quickly decided that -- 

Mr. Westmoreland . Let me just -- 

Ms. Abedin . Yes, sir. 

Mr. Westmoreland . But would not the attack on a mission and the 
killing of the Ambassador and three other Americans, would not that 
have been a priority over -- I mean, this had just happened the day 
before. 

Ms. Abedin . Yes, sir. 

Mr. Westmoreland . And if something like that had happened, you 
know, in my district, you know, I would have called scheduling and said, 
hey, look, I want to talk to the county commissioner where this 
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happened, I want to talk to the city council membens, I'd like to make 
a phone call to the governor. I mean, you know, there are just -- 

Ms. Abedin . Yes, sir. 

Mr. Westmoreland . -- those things that I would think that she 

would have relayed to you, but she just basically wanted to continue 
with the schedule? 

Ms. Abedin . Oh, no, sir. By the time I saw her, she had already 
done many of those things. 

Mr . Westmoreland . Okay . 

Ms. Abedin . Earlier in the day, she -- 

Mr. Westmoreland . So she'd have made all these high-priority 
contacts? 

Ms. Abedin . She'd already made a -- she'd already made phone 
calls, as I understand. She had gone to the White House, met with the 
President. You know, they had a meeting about what was happening. The 
President returned to the State Department with her and spoke to State 
Department employees. 

I apologize if I was mischaracterizing what her priority was. 
When the attack happened, I was not there. She consulted with the staff 
that was immediately in her presence, and they were the ones who 
executed -- I do not hold up executing anything, sir, as it related -- 

Mr. Westmoreland . No, I wasn't inferring that. 

Ms. Abedin. No, no, I meant, like, as a matter of practice. You 
know, if it was -- 

Mr. Westmoreland . So when called you, she did give you -- or. 
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at some point j late afternoon -- 

Ms. Abedin . YeSj sin. 

Mr. Westmoreland . -- did she talk to you about rearranging 

anything on the schedule or prioritizing anything or -- 

Ms . Abedin . Well, Friday changed dramatically . I mean, really, 
you know, the -- she had spent the morning -- she had also spoken with 
family members that morning. 

So it really was -- and, also, if I'm remembering correctly, you 
know, shortly after we met with her, she met to talk about the ceremony 
at Andrews, because our chief of protocol had to take the lead on 
organizing that, you know, amongst the other agencies. So, in the 
moment, it was: how do we properly honor; you know, reach out to the 
families; spoke at the Department. 

But, yes, sir, there was this question: What should I do? We 
had obviously canceled whatever else she'd had on Friday. There were, 
as you can see, a few things that we kept. We did decide to move forward 
the next day with the meeting with the Moroccans and with the Eid 
reception, but -- 

Mr. Westmoreland . Did -- go ahead. 

Ms. Abedin . No, that's okay. That's okay. I'll take your 
questioning. 

Mr. Westmoreland . Well, You know, if I'm trying to get in touch 
with Mike -- 

Ms. Abedin . Yeah. 

Mr. Westmoreland . -- and sometimes it's hard getting contact 
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Member to Member j I'll call my scheduler and say, can you call Mike's 
scheduler and set up a time where we can talk? 

Ms. Abedin . Yes, sir. 

Mr. Westmoreland . And I can't imagine trying to get in touch with 
another ambassador or the President of a country or opposition leaders 
or whoever it is without, you know, scheduling a phone call. 

Did you schedule any phone calls to these people that she was going 
to call either at the end of that week or over the weekend? 

Ms. Abedin . So I would be overseeing -- typically, what I had 
done in the past was I was overseeing that operation. So, if I wasn't 
there, she would have just had the scheduler do that who was sitting 
in the building in addition to, you know, our deputy chief of staff, 
our chief of staff, all the staff that was with her, and said, you know, 
I need to call the family members, I need to call the leadership of 
Libya, which, you know, I think I -- 

Mr. Westmoreland . So she didn't call you and say you need to 
contact somebody. She was contacting other -- 

Ms. Abedin . Oh, no, sir. No, sir. Yeah, if she was in the 
office -- and I've mentioned a few times -- she would 

pick up the phone -- it didn't matter if I was in the office or not. 
She would pick up the phone, and she would say, I would like to call, 
you know -- 

Mr. Westmoreland . But would you have been the one to say she's 
going home and I'm going to schedule phone -- you know, on Saturday 
and Sunday, we're scheduling phone calls? 
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Ms. Abedin . Ultimatelyj when she was going homej she would 
direct us. SOj if I was with her^ she'd tell me. If somebody else 
was with heCj she'd tell them. I happened^ in that particular time 
period, not to be there, so none of these directives were directed to 
me . 

Ms. Abedin . So the press secretary got the request -- because 
I know, you know, if we say something or, you know, something happens, 
you know, we have all the press people that calls our press girl, and, 
you know, she talks to my scheduler and to me about what's, you know, 
going on. 

So they call this press person. And did he call and ask you, hey, 
does she have time to do these things? 

Ms. lackson. And you're talking about the Sunday talk shows? 

Mr. Westmoreland. Yes, I'm talking about the -- I'm sorry. I'm 
talking about the Sunday talk shows. 

Did he say, does she have time to do this? Or was it, do you want 
to talk to some of the policy people about her doing this? Would you 
have been his first phone call once he got those press things? 

Ms. Abedin . Probably not. 

Mr . Westmoreland . Okay . 

Ms. Abedin. No. He would've probably consulted -- typically, 
he would've consulted with the policy team first. 

Mr. Westmoreland . Well, how did you get in the loop, then? 

Ms. Abedin. He'd probably call to say, we want to schedule, you 
know, what do you think, what else is happening. 
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Mn. Westmoreland . I knowj but after he talked to the policy 
people, it seems pretty evident that the answer was, no, we ' re not going 
to do that. 

Ms . Abedin . Yeah, we could have -- and it ' s possible that we were 
all on the same call. I just -- it wasn't something we spent a lot 
of time talking about. So, you know, could I have been on that same 
call with lake? That wouldn't have been atypical, sir. It wouldn't 
have been atypical for the chief of staff, the deputy chief, and myself, 
for all to be on one phone call. 

Mr. Westmoreland . So, just to be perfectly straight, in your 
opinion -- 

Ms. Abedin . Yes, sir. 

Mr. Westmoreland . -- these phone calls that weekend -- 

Ms. Abedin . Yes, sir. 

Mr. Westmoreland. -- that she had already made these priority 
calls, you said, you know, that night and the next morning, she had 
been on the phone talking to these different people. So the priority 
phone calls that she made on Saturday and Sunday were a lower priority 
than what the first calls were, I'm assuming, or either she couldn't 
get in touch with them. 

And so did you all say, hey, this needs to be our priority rather 
than informing the American people of what happened in Benghazi that 
killed four Americans? And I guess that's my question to you. How 
did that -- you know, you said that these other phone calls were 
prioritized over doing the Sunday talk shows, right? 



265 


54 

Ms. Abedin . That is cornectj sin. But I also -- I think the 
Secretary has been pretty public about saying that she did not see the 
Sunday shows, as a matter of practice, to be a priority. But she had 
taken the opportunity -- 

Mr. Westmoreland . Well, seeing them, I can see them not be a 
priority. They're not a priority -- I don't get up on Sundays to go 
on a talk show. 

Ms. Dunn . We should also clarify, because your initial 
testimony, just to be clear, was about your perception. 

Ms . Abedin . Yes . 

Ms. Dunn. And so I think, if you're --if you want to clarify -- 

Ms. Abedin . Yeah, no. I mean, yes, I can only speak to what I 
knew. And, you know -- and I think the only thing that I was going 
to add is she had made several public statements prior to Sunday on 
a number of occasions, the day after the attack, including on Friday 
at Andrews Air Force Base. And I think she communicated to the American 
people on a number of occasions. 

And, again, I'm saying this from my perspective. I don't know 
that the Sunday shows are the only place where you can communicate to 
the American people. But I say that very respectfully, and that's 
just -- that's my opinion, sir. 

Mr. Westmoreland . Thank you. 

Ms. Abedin . Thank you, sir. 

Ms. lackson. Okay. I see that our first hour is up. 


Ms. Dunn. Great. 
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Ms. Jackson . And so we will go off the record and take a break. 

Ms. Dunn . Thank you. 

Ms. Jackson . And we'll resume in hopefully -- let's shoot for 
10 minutes. 

[Recess . ] 

Ms. Sawyer. Okay. We'll go back on the record. 

Good morningj Ms. Abedin. Again j I'm Heather Sawyer. I'm with 
the Democratic members of the select committee. We^ again^ appreciate 
your willingness to be here^ your willingness to be here voluntarily^ 
and all of your efforts to make sure that this committee has information 
from you, including your documents, that will help our investigation. 

The ranking member, Mr. Cummings, is here with us. I know he has 
some questions for you and wanted to also welcome you, so I'm going to 
turn it over to him. 

Ms. Abedin . Thank you. 

Mr. Cummings . Good morning. 

Ms. Abedin . Good morning, sir. 

Mr. Cummings . Ms. Abedin, I came here out of respect for you. I 
am going to be here for a while, and hopefully I'll get a chance to come 
back. I've got to run back to Baltimore and do some things in our 
district and prepare for next Thursday. But I do thank you for being 
here. And we appreciate your continued cooperation with the committee 
and your willingness to appear voluntarily to answer our questions. 

And I want to be clear. We have voiced our objections to the 
chairman for calling you in based on our firm belief that you are being 
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targeted because of your relationship with Secretary ClintoHj not 
because you can provide information about the Benghazi attacks^ the 
subject that this committee is supposed to be investigating. 

Our concerns are based on our understanding from previous 
witnesses brought before the committee and our review of the documents, 
that you are not a policy advisor on Libya or Benghazi and did not have 
a role in security for overseas posts, including the temporary mission 
facility in Benghazi. 

I wanted to confirm that understanding and make sure the record 
is clear on your possible role, if any, with respect to legitimate 
questions that fall within the scope of the committee's jurisdiction. 

Your title, Ms. Abedin, Deputy Chief of Staff, Operations, might 
lead some to believe that you did have an operational role in overseeing 
security for overseas posts. Was that the case? 
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Ms. Abedin . That is not the case^ sin. 

Mr. Cummings . So you had no role with regard to operations? 

Ms. Abedin . None at all. 

Mr. Cummings . So you were never personally reviewing or 
responsible for assessing and managing security needs and assets for 
the temporary mission facility in Benghazi? 

Ms. Abedin . That's correctj sir. 

Mr. Cummings . Which division within the State Department is 
responsible for security at diplomatic posts? 

Ms. Abedin . It was our Under Secretary for Managementj along with 
the head of the DS bureau. 

Mr. Cummings . So it is personnel with the diplomatic security who 
serve as the experts, I take it, for assessing and managing security 
needs and resources for the Department as opposed to the rest. 

Ms. Abedin . That's correct, sir. 

Mr. Cummings . I wanted also to ask you some questions about your 
involvement, if any, in policy decisions with regard to the State 
Department's presence in Benghazi. 

In December 2011, a recommendation was sent to the Under Secretary 
for Management, Patrick Kennedy, to Main State Department presence in 
Benghazi. Did you participate in drafting that recommendation? 

Ms. Abedin . I did not, sir. 

Mr. Cummings . Were you someone who needed to sign off on the 
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necommendation before it went to the Under Secretary? 

Ms. Abedin . NOj I did not. 

Mr. Cummings . Did you take part in his decision to approve that 
recommendation? 

Ms. Abedin . I did not. 

Mr. Cummings . The Accountability Review Board that investigated 
the attacks in Benghazi found that there were several troubling security 
incidents in Benghazi in the months before the September 11 , 2012 , 
attackSj including incidents at the temporary mission facility. 
Emergency action committees were convened to assess the security 
environment and make recommendations. 

We understand that the emergency action committees are the main 
tool used by post to review the security environment and make necessary 
adjustments to security posture. In our investigation j we have not seen 
any recommendation to depart from Benghazi. Are you aware of any 
emergency action committee recommendation that personnel in Benghazi 
should depart post? 

Ms. Abedin . In that time^ sir? 

Mr. Cummings . Yes. 

Ms. Abedin . I don't believe I was. It didn't mean that there 
wasn't a memo that may have crossed my desk or an email that I may have 
received^ but those were not action items for me, so I would not have 
done anything about it. 

Mr. Cummings . Some members have questioned why Ambassador 
Stevens was visiting Benghazi from Tripoli during the anniversary of 
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9/llj 2001j and the tennonist -- of the tennonist attacks. Do you know 
why Ambassador Stevens was there at that time? Do you know? 

Ms. Abedin . I do not, sir. 

Mr. Cummings . Do you have any reason to believe that Secretary 
Clinton sent him there at that time? Would you have knowledge of that? 

Ms. Abedin. I wouldn't have knowledge. You'd have to ask her. 

Mr. Cummings . Do you have any reason to believe that before she 
learned of the attacks. Secretary Clinton even knew that he was there? 

Ms. Abedin . I wouldn't know how to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Cummings . So you -- why do you say that? I'm sorry. 

Ms. Abedin . I don't -- I don't even -- or could you repeat the 
question, sir? 

Mr. Cummings . Yeah. I said, do you have any reason to believe 
that before she learned of the attacks, and if you can't answer this, 
that's fine, just --do you have any reason to believe that before she 
learned of the attacks. Secretary Clinton even knew that Ambassador 
Stevens was there? 

Ms. Abedin . I don't know what she would have known and what she 
wouldn't have known. 

Mr. Cummings . All right. Now, you were not with the Secretary 
on the night of the attacks, I understand, but you spoke with her the 
next morning. Is that correct? 

Ms . Abedin . I spoke to her some time the next day, that is correct, 
yes, sir. 

Mr. Cummings . One thing that is often overlooked is the fact that 
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Secnetany Clintorij like others in the Department, lost members of her 
team, individuals who were a part of the State Department family, and 
I understand it's a very close family. Can you share with us on a 
personal level what that meant to her and what it meant to you and others? 

Ms. Abedin . Well, I think, you know, I -- I'm not even sure I 
mentioned this yesterday -- earlier, rather, but I wasn't even aware 
that we'd lost Chris Stevens until I got the Department-wide email when 
I woke up to it the next morning. And I was stunned. I'd never 
experienced anything like that in all of my years in government service, 
and I just never had -- I never dealt with anything like that before, 
and, you know -- I'm really sorry. 

Mr. Cummings . Take your time. 

Ms. lackson. Take your time. 

Ms. Abedin . And when I came to the Department the next day, I 
think -- the general feeling, as I had mentioned earlier to Ms . lackson, 
was I think everybody was just in shock, you know, who 

I was very close to, I sat right next to her and had known, of course, 
for a very long time, and it was just hard to -- it was just hard to 
believe. These are people you're in meetings with every day, and you 
don't actually have -- 

Mr. Cummings . And -- 

Ms. Abedin . I'm sorry. I'm sorry. 

Mr. Cummings . Let me ask you this: You had a chance to talk to 
Secretary Clinton. Is that right? 


Ms. Abedin. I did. 
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Mn. Cummings . And what can you share about what you got from her? 
Did you have an impression of her feelings -- 

Ms. Abedin . As I -- 

Mr. Cummings . -- with regard to this tragedy? 

Ms. Abedin . As I mentioned -- as I mentioned, I mean, I think we 
were all just trying to come to terms with what had happened. It was 
clear that the President's visit to the Department meant a lot to people 
there and people were talking about that. I know she was just -- I mean, 
I remember seeing people who were upset or crying. I think it had been 
a long time since, I think, even people in the building had remembered 
losing -- actually losing an Ambassador, but she was very -- she was 
very -- you know, she was upset and she was moved, but she was also very 
determined to find out what happened, and really, it was bringing the 
bodies home and doing it appropriately. 

And I remember, and I was saying to Congressman Westmoreland, when 
we had a meeting after the scheduling meeting with our chief of protocol, 
or at least Pat Kennedy, I don't remember who, but it was how do we do 
the ceremony appropriately, how is it done in the best way, how do we 
take care of the families. It was -- that was our primary focus, was 
that ceremony, that was the single, you know, thing that I remember 
driving my mind, but she was -- I remember her being extremely affected, 
and I'm sure - - you know, I don't want to speak for her, but it was -- you 
know, this was one of her ambassadors. And so, it was a -- it was a 
hard few days where you were trying to reconcile what had happened and 
also just, you know, the Department, things were happening, things that 
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needed to get done. 

Mn. Cummings . Did you believe that hen feelings were genuine? 

Ms. Abedin . YeSj sin^ I did. 

Mn. Cummings . And sincene? 

Ms . Abedin . Yes . 

Mn. Cummings . Secnetany Clinton is sometimes accused of caning 
only about hen public imagCj of doing things only to make henself look 
good to the Amenican people. Did you feel that was tnue with how she 
nesponded to the attacks in Benghazi? And you know hen. You've been 
with hen a long time. 

Ms. Abedin. Fnom what I know about my bosSj absolutely not. In 
fact, I feel it's the opposite with hen. She focuses mone on just 
getting the job done and making the choices that need to be made, and 
less about how it neflects on hen. That is how I've expenienced it in 
all the yeans I've wonked fon hen. 

Mn. Cummings . Now, Ms. Abedin, it's my undenstanding that the 
pness was infonmed that you wene being intenviewed by the committee and 
given the time and the place of this intenview. 

Ms. Abedin . Yes, sin. 

Mn. Cummings . I had pneviously expnessed my concenn to the 
chainman that the select committee is unfainly tangeting witnesses with 
ties to Secnetany Clinton fon negative publicity and selective nelease 
of infonmation. I naised similan concenns with negand to the chainman's 
tneatment of Mn. Blumenthal, who was senved with a unilatenal subpoena 
despite being willing to appean voluntanily. Thene wene numenous leaks 
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about his interview to the pnesSj which resulted in inaccurate reporting 
by the press. The same thing happened again when Cheryl Mills was 
brought before the committee. 

I suspect that you may share in that -- and I wasn't here when we 
opened up today. I suspect that you and your counsel may share some 
of these concerns, and I wanted to give you an opportunity to comment 
on that, particularly as you shared with us already that you were nervous 
about even being here. 

Ms . Abedin . I - - 

Mr. Cummings . Let me ask it another way: Do you have any concern 
that following this interview, your testimony will be portrayed 
accurately by members of the committee, and that it will be fair? 

Ms. Abedin. I can only hope that it will be. And as I said when 
I first arrived, I really do -- I really do want to be helpful if I can 
be, and if there are questions that I can answer, I want to be helpful 
to the committee, but -- and I do hope that it is represented accurately 
after I leave today. 

Mr. Cummings . You had expressed -- 

Ms. Dunn . Yes. So -- 

Mr. Cummings . -- early on -- and I'm sorry I wasn't here. 

Ms. Dunn . No. That's okay. So I had expressed concern about 
leaks of the testimony today. I conveyed these concerns yesterday to 
majority staff counsel, to Mr. Chipman. He gave me assurances in this 
regard. And I think I also speak for Mr. Rodriguez when I say that it 
is our fervent hope that there are no leaks of Ms. Abedin 's testimony 
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today. It is -- she has made very clean, and I think is very obvious 
from hen testimony thus fan, how much she wants to be as helpful as 
possible, and I think it would undenmine hen effont wene thene to be 
selective leaks, on leaks at all about hen testimony today. 

Mn. Cummings . Veny well. 

Again, I want to thank you fon being hene. And I -- like I said, 
I came hene out of nespect fon you. And as I said, I hope to get back. 
If I don't, thank you again fon being hene. 

Ms. Abedin . Thank you, sin. I'm hononed by youn pnesence. 

Ms. Sawyen. So why don't we go off the necond. 

[Discussion off the necond.] 

Ms. Sawyen. We'ne back on the necond. 

BY MS. SAWYER: 

Q I just wanted to pick up with some of the convensation you 
had in the pnion nound. I couldn't necall. I think you've alneady 
told us, but what day -- you wene in New Yonk. And then did you netunn 
physically to D.C. duning that week? 

A I did. I -- the next day. 

Q Okay. You know, and a lot of the convensation thus fan has 

focused pnetty exclusively on Benghazi and kind of the attack in 
Benghazi, but do you have a necollection, do you necall heaning about 
pnotests elsewhene in the negion? 

A Yes, I did. 

Q And to the best that you can necall, what did you hean, when 


did you hean it? 
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A I don't -- I don't nememben the specific timCj but it was 
in the days prior, we had heard about a trailer for a movie that was 
an anti-Muhammad movie that, I believe, had actually aired in Egypt, 
I think the trailer had aired in Egypt and the movie was -- was going 
to be coming out shortly thereafter, and that there had been a protest, 
some protests, but at least a specific protest in our embassy in Cairo, 
and that some of the perpetrators of that protest had said they were 
there because they were, you know, outraged, offended by the potential 
content of the movie based on the trailer that they'd seen. 

So, yes, it -- and there may have been protests in other parts 
of the region. I remember Cairo specifically because that's where we 
had our embassy protest. And that was --in the days around that time 
was prior to the attack, for sure. 

Q Do you recall whether or not -- well, you said that some 
of the individuals at Cairo had indicated they were there 
over -- because of anger over the film. 

A Yes. 

Q Was that something that this government, the U.S. 

Government, had seen before, had experience with when something was 
deemed to be insulting to the Prophet Muhammad, that there would be 
unrest in other places in the world? 

A Yes, yes. There were the -- there were the cartoon 
depictions, I can't remember where in Europe. I believe -- again, I 
don't want to make it up, because I don't remember, some were elsewhere 
in Europe, and that had caused some unrest. So, yes, it had been heard 
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of before. 

Q And did you have an awareness at any point in time? You 
said that you knew about the protests in Cairo. Were you aware^ at 
any point in time^ that protesters there had also breached the wall 
of the embassy in Cairo? 

A I obviously know now, or remember, you know. A lot of this 
I read afterwards. In the moment, I may have actual -- I may have. 
Heather, it may have been something that was an update that was 
presented at a morning meeting. It's possible I did, yes. 

Q And, again, I under -- 

A I think, in fact, I remember that it was on the front page 
of The New York Times or something, or The Washington Post the next 
day, and it was this very arresting photo of the wall being breached 
or something like that. That's my memory. 

Q So certainly for you, one of the ways you would hear about 
information was through just reading news reports? 

A Oh, absolutely, and our news clips. We got a very robust 
set of press clips early every morning, which I would read, yes. 

Q And certainly, while you would read them and you would see 
them, it was not your responsibility on behalf of the Secretary to be 
tracking those reports or collecting those reports. Is that accurate? 

A That is accurate. 

Q And that would be accurate about the news reports. I think 
my sense from even the ops alerts was it certainly wasn't -- it doesn't 
sound like you were necessarily on an initial distribution list, and 
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it certainly was not youn responsibility, and in your role for the 
Secretary to be tracking ops alerts and making sure she was seeing the 
ops alerts? 

A That's correct. 

Q And the same would be true of intelligence briefings. It 
wouldn't be your responsibility to make sure that she was seeing all 
of the intelligence briefings, or even discussing the contents of the 
intelligence briefings with her. Is that accurate? 

A That's 100 percent accurate. 

Q But you certainly sometimes, it sounds like, would be 

certainly seeing, reading, tracking, and would have an understanding 
of the general context as to what was going on in the office? 

A Exactly. 

Ms. Dunn . Can we just take a brief pause for one second before 
you do -- 

Ms. Sawyer. Sure. 

Ms. Dunn . I just wanted to mention something to Huma. If we can 
off the record, that would be great. 

Ms. Sawyer. Yes. Sure. 

[Discussion off the record.] 

Ms. Dunn. Back on the record. I think Huma had one thing that 
we wanted to make sure we mentioned before -- 

Ms. Sawyer. Yeah, sure. Please. 

Ms. Abedin . Yes, Ms. Sawyer, I wanted to go back and note 
something Ms. lackson asked me about earlier about the schedules in 
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the aftermath of the attack and suggest, you know, I do believe that 
they are probably available at the State Department. You know, I don't 
know how or where, but that it might be a resource or a place that you 
could go to find out, find the actual schedules. 

Ms. Sawyer. Okay. Thank you. 

BY MS. SAWYER: 

Q So in terms of you mentioned there would be a compilation 
of news clips, you were shown kind of ops alerts. And I just want to 
go back for a moment to exhibit 1 just -- I think you might have a copy 
of it there. 

A Oh, yes. 

Q You were shown exhibit 1, which looked like operational 
alerts, which are providing an update as to what's happening. I just 
wanted to make sure it was clear for the record that there is a list, 
two lists there, you are not on that list. Is that --at the top of 
this, the top line is dated October 23, 2012. 

A Yes . 

Q It's not apparently contemporaneous with the attacks, and 

it's sent to a group of folks that does not include you, correct? 

A That's correct. 

Q And so this piece that was -- I just assume you wouldn't 

know if this was a compilation of alerts, that it -- it doesn't appear 
to me that it's possible that as of the night of 9/11, this came out, 
given the date, but you wouldn't have been aware -- involved in any 
way of compiling these ops alerts or any involvement in compiling this 
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email? 

A It would not be something in my purview^ that's connect. 

Q And then in addition to sending out kind of these types of 

neponts fnom the openational centen^ we've also seen ops news tickens. 
Is that anothen function that the openations centen pnovides, that they 
also send out news alents thnough the openations centen? 

A YeSj that's connect. 

Q And so it's possible that at the same time that they'ne 
sending out situational alents j they'ne also sending outj you know, 
op ticken news alents? Would that be accunate? 

A That is accunate. 

Q So we wene talking about centainly some awaneness of 
pnotests in Caino. And you had said that was not, you know, the finst 
time that the U.S. Govennment centainly had expenience with unnest 
following activity that was deemed to offend the Pnophet Muhammad on 
be offensive. Was the -- do you necall just thene being genenalized 
concenns about what might happen in the negion? 

A I don't necall any genenal concenns, aside fnom my own 
penspective, neceiving on heaning about the news, but I think those 
convensations would have happened outside of my pnesence. 

Q And fnom youn penspective, wene thene concenns? Wene thene 
concenns that thene might be unnest that happened in the negion, 
centainly once you had heand about Caino? 

A I mean, in the moment, it may have -- I can't speak to what 
othen people wene concenned about, but it may have been top of mind. 
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panticulanly, as I mentioned to Ms. Dackson^ with the Eid reception 
on Friday^ Fridays typically being Friday prayer^ so it's possible 
there was. I can't -- I just -- I don't remember, like, in the moment 
what we were thinking. 

Q I'm going to show you what I'm going to mark as exhibit 3 
for identification purposes. 

A Okay. 

[Abedin Exhibit No. 3 

Was marked for identification.] 

BY MS. SAWYER: 

Q I'm going to give you a moment to take a look at it. 

A Okay. 

Q And I'll just -- while you're looking at it, I'm just going 
to identify it for the record. It's a document that has a number down 
in the right-hand corner that just reads SCB0045311 . It ' s a three-page 
document. It's an -- at the top it's an email that is from you, 

Ms. Abedin, it's addressed to H. It's dated September 14th, 2012 at 
9:21 in the morning, and it -- and we'll talk about the contents. I 
want to give you a chance to take a look. 

A Okay. 

Q Okay? You set? 

A Yes . 

Q So at the very top, there ' s just an email from you, and we ' 11 
talk about the contents of that, but down below it appears, 
it's -- again, there's a line and then it says from ops alert, subject. 
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situation neportj and then it has a number. And I assume that you 
were -- I mean^ can you -- I guess you could explain for uSj but my 
assumption was you were forwarding to the Secretary that ops alert. 

A YeSj correct. 

Q And then there's a brief comment from you at the top, and 
again. I'll have you explain that, but I did want to -- what was your 
sense of kind of what -- it's a situation report - the role that a 
situation report served? 

A You're asking me what the role -- what role the situation 
report -- 

Q lust in general, before we --we'll talk a little bit about 
the contents, but -- 

A I'm not sure I ever focused on the title of the updates. 
As you said, there were some that said ops alerts, some that said ops 
news ticker, some clearly that said situation report, but they were 
generally updates about things that were happening around the world. 
It didn't -- I don't know that I processed them necessarily 
differently, but this clearly was a report, as is reflected, of what 
was happening in the world. 

Q And then under the line situation report number one, there ' s 
a Middle East protest monitoring group. 

A Uh-huh. 

Q Were you -- I assume you were not a part of that Middle East 
protest monitoring group? 

A No. 
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Q So there's a number of -- down beneath it there's one, 
two -- 10, it looks like, countries that are identified, and then 
there's various updates. 

A Yeah. 

Q One is an update on Libya; one is an update on Egypt; there's 

an update on Yemen; Kuwait; Pakistan; Indonesia; Malaysia; Sudan; 
India; Iran. Some of those are reports of demonstrations and protests 
where they indicate that the gatherings were peaceful. So, for 
example, Malaysia, it talks about around 30 people gathered peacefully. 
Do you see -- 

A Yes . 

Q -- that one there? 

A Yes . 

Q And then underneath Sudan, references a peaceful mass 

protest at the embassies in Khartoum. Some of them report the 
deployment of riot police to consulate. That seems to have happened 
in Pakistan. Do you see that reporting up at the top? 

A Yes . 

Q And then there's a note in the international reaction, which 

is down at the bottom of page 2, and the second bullet says, "The Arab 
League condemned the Benghazi attack and called on the U.S. Government 
to take a serious position against the film producers." So there's 
certainly some condemnation of what was a very violent attack, the 
attack in Benghazi. So that's included as well, correct? 

A Correct. 
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Q So you forwarded this on to the Secretary, and you have a 
short note at the top, and I'll just read it for the record, it says, 
I'm giving you credit for inspiring the, quote, "peaceful," end quote, 
protests . 

Do you have a recollection of kind of what you meant by that and 
why you said that? 

A Yes, I do. I can -- I can speak to what I remembered at 
the time. This was a day after the Eid reception that we had at the 
State Department. And from a scheduling perspective, we weren't sure 
if we were going to move forward with that particular event, the event 
I was telling Ms. lackson about earlier. And I know what was top of 
mind for me is that the Secretary had already, on a number of occasions, 
publicly said that there was -- you know, encouraged people to not 
protest, but regardless, saying that there was no -- that there was, 
you know, nothing that justified violence, just there was -- no matter 
what the source or the cause was, nothing justified violence, and that 
if people were to protest, and I'm not quoting her here, that's what 
was in my head is the message that she was sending was that if there 
are protests, they should be peaceful. 

And in this particular instance, what I'm guessing is I was -- I 
had read this particular report and had seen all the places in the world 
where there were peaceful protests, and because she'd been calling for 
them, I was giving her credit for that. 

Q And so from your perspective, did it seem that one of the 
goals in her public statements was certainly to lower the temperature 
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throughout the region with regard to the anger over this film? 

A That was my experience of it. I -- I recognize that she 
was dealing with a whole host of issues, including that, but that 
was -- yes, that was certainly how I experienced it. 

Q And one of the other things you specifically mentioned was 
the counterpart, that she certainly, from your perspective, was 
expressing that, nonetheless, nothing does justify violence. And so 
did -- was it your sense that was another part of an important goal 
for the Secretary? 

A That's how I -- that's how I experienced it, based on what 
I had heard her -- heard her say in the several instances in the days 
leading up to, you know, this particular email. 

Q And her concern there, her concern for helping prevent 
violence, further violence, did you feel that that was out of her 
concern for her personnel and other people, non-Americans as well, 
presumably, on the ground in these places? 

A From what I know about my boss, that was one of her foremost 
concerns, yes, the security of her personnel in -- overseas, 
absolutely. 

Q Did you ever get the sense that she actually was making those 
statements because she wanted to minimize or portray what happened in 
Benghazi as -- inaccurately? 

A I can't speak to what she had in her mind or her intention, 
but, again, knowing her, absolutely not. 

Q And with regard to the focus, this is dated September 14th, 
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that Friday. 

A Yes . 

Q We -- I think I counted them before, but there's a number 
of places here. So statements she was making and steps she was taking 
and things she was scheduling that week would not have only been focused 
on Benghazi. Is that fair to say? 

A From my recollection of what she was doing, yes, ma'am, 
that's fair to say. 

Q So I was going to just shift and show you another exhibit. 
So I'm going to show you another exhibit, which I will mark as exhibit 
4 for identification purposes. And this one I will, again, just 
identify for the record while I give you guys an opportunity to take 
a look. 

[Abedin Exhibit No. 4 

Was marked for identification.] 

BY MS. SAWYER: 

Q So while you ' re taking a look, down in the right-hand corner 
are the -- is the number SCB0045332. This is a two-page document. It 
is from to Secretary Clinton, and it is dated 

September 15th, 2012, at 10:52 in the morning. You are not cc'd on 
that top line message. You are included earlier, however, in the chain 
earlier that day, 9:35 a.m. 

So with regard to that top part, I understand you're not on it, 
but I think you had mentioned Ms. before as someone you worked 

closely with on scheduling? 
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A Yes . 

Q And that you would oversee some of the kind of longer term^ 
broader -- 

A Yes . 

Q -- but she would often kind of get into the actual logistics 
of setting up a daily, this is going to happen at 9:15 versus 9:30. 
Is that accurate? 

A Yes. -- yes. 

assistant who traveled with her. 

Q So at the top of this email is a message that goes frorn^^^^ 
to the -- I presume to the Secretary, it says to H, and I understand 
that to be Secretary Clinton's email? 

A I would -- that's a fair assumption, given the content of 
the email. 

Q Great. And that looks to me as if it blocks out --in the 
middle of it, it has a block of time that runs from 12:00 to 3:00, 
starting at 12:00 with a U.K. FM Hague, and then it ends at 3:00 with 
Somali President Mohamoud. And it looked to me a schedule of calls 
that the Secretary was planning to do that day, Saturday, 

September 15th. Is that accurate? 

A Yes . 

Q And do you recall -- this might help. It has been 3-1/2 


was her primary personal 


years, so I was hoping this would just help refresh your recollection 
as to whether these were the types of calls that were being scheduled, 
what relation, if any, they had to what was going on throughout that 
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region there. They indicate calls with the Libyan prime ministerj the 
Turkish foreign minister, the Somali former transitional president, 
the Saudi foreign minister, the Israeli prime minister, the Egyptian 
foreign minister. And does that refresh your recollection as to 
whether or not these were related to what we saw in exhibit 3 about 
what was going on throughout that region? 

A I don't remember the -- I wouldn't have remembered the 
content of the call sheets, but it is fair to suggest that, yeah, these 
calls were connected to the aftermath of the attacks, and also what 
was happening regionally. 

Q So would it be fair to say that this is something -- this 
is a Saturday, it's a weekend -- that actually wasn't low priority, 
but seemed potentially high priority for her to be engaged in these 
types of calls with high ranking officials from other countries? 

A I -- I do remember --my recollection was 
actually -- doesn't entirely match this. I actually thought it was 
throughout a longer period of time. And she typically didn't have 
calls that short, but I -- that's just my recollection. I'm not going 
to challenge what's in this document. But, yes, that that weekend was 
focused on making phone calls to leaders around the world here. 

Q And it indicates underneath one of the little ticklers 
there, that there's also a call still pending. Do you have any 
recollection of whether they were able to schedule it on Saturday, 
whether that call had to go forward on Sunday? 

A That is the one call, as I mentioned to Ms. lackson, that 
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I did nememben potentially taking place that weekend. I -- my memory 
is it did take place. I don't know if it took place on Saturday or 
Sunday^ but I do believe she did calls on both days, on both Saturday 
and Sunday. 

Q And then the bullet beneath it indicates that King Duan 
Carlos of Spain called. There's then a note saying that there was a 
call inquiring after the status of embassies in the Middle East. We 
are working on a call sheet. So my impression from that would be that 
there was an ongoing effort, that you are correct in saying it may not 
have been -- this was not the sum total of the calls that the Secretary 
was involved in, either that weekend or maybe through the week. Is 
that a fair reading of what that says there? 

A That is consistent with my memory. That's a fair reading, 

yes . 

Q Up above the schedule, there's a reference to a pouch, and 
a few read items, and an action memo authorizing war powers resolution 
for Tunisia. So in addition to -- you know, we talked a little bit, 
and I think we'll talk a little bit more, just about the Secretary's 
work style and how she received information. 

A Okay. 

Q But you had mentioned that one way when she was not 
physically in the office would be that papers would be delivered to 
her. Is this an example of papers being delivered to her? 

A Yes, ma'am. 

Q And one of the things they mention is the war --a potential 
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wan powers resolution. So to the extent sensitive information had to 
come to the Secretaryj was there a way to get her that sensitive 
information when she was not physically in the office? 

A YeSj ma'am. In the -- if she was in Washington at home, 
a pouch was typically -- and actually, as is reflected in one of these 
exchanges, there was a locked pouch that was delivered to her residence 
by a courier from the operations center. 

Q And that -- to the extent it included sensitive material, 
to the extent it included classified material, that would be how she 
would obtain and receive classified material while she was not in the 
office. Is that accurate? 

A Yes, unless it was going to be conveyed to her verbally. 
And, in fact, this exchange notes will be at the residence with 
the PDB. So that was also not atypical. So it was either in person, 
verbally, or in the pouch with paper from the courier. 

Q And when you said sometimes it could be verbally, did she 
both have -- did she have a secure line? If she had to talk to someone, 
if the person who had the information that they needed to convey was 
not going to be face to face with her, did she have a secure line in 
her home to be able to do secure phone calls? 

A Yes, she did. 

Q So to the -- you know, one of the calls on this list at 12:15 
says it's a call with the Egyptian Foreign Minister Amr. 

A Yes . 

Q And then just turning your attention back to exhibit 3, 
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there ' s a mention, the top line mention of the country that they discuss 
first is Egypt, and then there's -- in the second bullet there, it says 
there is a call for nationwide demonstrations. 

And do you recall that even in Cairo you had said -- you know, 
you had heard about the unrest there, that in Cairo there were continued 
concerns about continuing protests throughout the week? 

A Based on what I'm looking at, yes, that confirms what, and 
I believe my general sense was, as I said earlier, yes. 

Q And did you have any particular sense of, you know, kind 
of where -- you know, this indicates nationwide demonstrations, but 
supported symbolic demonstrations at Tahrir Square. Did you get any 
sense of the scale of the problems in Egypt, in particular? 

A In September of 2012, I -- you know, I -- to that specific 
time frame, I -- I don't know what my awareness would have been. I 
mean, the Arab Spring started a year and a half before, and so at any 
given -- I don't know what my level of awareness would have been in 
that moment. 

Q And I wanted to just return to the conversation that was 
in the last hour of decisions being made about scheduling and 
certainly -- 

A Yes . 

Q -- about whether the Ambass whether the Secretary would 

appear on the Sunday talk shows. 

A Yes . 

Q And you had indicated in talking about how to convey 
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information to the American people that it certainly wasn't the only 
way to speak to the American peoplCj and she had done so through the 
week. But in terms of figuring out prioritieSj would these concerns 
and considerations about some of the stuff we've been talking about, 
scheduling, would those have come into play in determining whether she 
had the time to appear on the Sunday talk shows? 

A I am not -- you know, I wouldn't -- I want to be thoughtful 
about how I answer this, because it's not -- it's not that the only 
reason we weren't doing the Sunday shows, from my perspective, was she 
had other things to do. That was my primary concern. She has many 
calls that she has to make around the world, many of these people 
who -- I'm not certain, but I'm pretty sure she didn't reach most of 
these people earlier in the week, I'm not sure, but separate from that, 
in the brief conversation we at the staff level had about Sunday shows, 
I don't know that it was a, "This is a priority over this." I think 
the consideration of the shows was -- you know, was considered, not 
considered necessary for her to do or a priority for us, and by the 
way, we have all these other things to do. 

From my perspective, this was the priority, was getting all these, 
you know, calls on her schedule, and -- and the Sunday shows, as I 
recollect, pretty quickly came up and went away. 

Q So we -- we've talked a little bit about what was going on 
in your role in that. And just to be -- to make it clear, I think it 
has been clear, you know, there's -- in the investigations of the events 
in Benghazi, there has been, you know, a focus both on kind of what 
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was happening before in the nun-up^ and then what happened that night 
and then how the attacks there were talked about. And we've already 
talkedj I think, and made perfectly clear kind of your limited role 
on the policy and the security, and I just want to make clear for the 
record. In terms of crafting statements, both drafting them, helping 
the Secretary finalize her statements, you were not involved in that 
as part of your work with the Secretary. Is that accurate? 

A It wouldn't be unusual for draft statements of hers or 
speeches to also be in my inbox, you know, as one of the members of 
her senior staff in that office. It is likely I would have received 
drafts, but it was more for my informational purposes. Sometimes I 
read them, sometimes I didn't, but it, you know, really wasn't my job 
to edit them or finalize them. It was, frankly, more for a practical 
reason. So as the person who was with her the most, you know, her being 
able to check in and say, what's the status of this speech, and I'll 
say it's still in draft form. So I would have received them, but not 
necessarily done anything about them. 

Q Yeah. And I certainly don't mean to suggest that it would 
be inappropriate if you read something and you thought, wow, that's 
really beautifully written or stay far away from that, you wouldn't 
comment, I presume you would feel free to comment if you saw something 
even though it wasn't your primary. Is that fair? 

A That's fair. And I've -- yes, that's fair. I probably 

did. 

Q And I just wanted to make clear that it was not really your 
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pnimany responsibility, your job, your role to be the primary drafter 
of statements, to be clearing on statements, to be coordinating with 
the Secretary as to the in-depth content of her statements. Is that 
fair? 

A That's fair. 

Q So shifting gears a little bit, just to get a sense of, based 
on your experience working with the Secretary at the State Department, 
if you could talk to us a little bit of how was it that she generally 
received information? Some people are very reliant on technology, 
emails, reading things on the computer, other people prefer paper. 
Where does the Secretary fall in that spectrum? 

A She received information through a variety of ways, both 
on paper, verbally, and electronically. When she was in the office, 
it was a combination of in-person briefings for meetings; simultaneous 
to that, when she walked into the office every day, there was often 
a stack of folders on her desk with action items for her, things for 
her to sign, and those were hand in hand. She often had meetings 
throughout the day. That's when she was in the office. 

When we were traveling, the paper documents continued by the 
executive assistant who was traveling with us, or the line officers, 
they would have folders in her room every night. She still had verbal, 
you know, in-person meetings with the staff traveling, and she often 
called back to the Department to speak with the -- with the leadership 
there, and she also, when she was traveling, would often receive 
information on her email, on her BlackBerry. 
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Q So she sounds like someone who's a pnetty voracious reader 
of information. Is that accurate? 

A That would be fair -- that would be fair to say^ yes, ma'am. 

Q So that would be one way, certainly, reading materials, 

either paper form, sometimes electronic form, that would be one way 
she would obtain information? 

A That's -- that's correct. 

Q And you indicated another way would be through face-to-face 
meetings, obviously often with staff, both when she's traveling and 
in the office, I presume. 

A Yes . 

Q Is that accurate? 

A Yes . 

Q And that stuff you talked a fair amount, I think in the last 
hour, about the range of meetings and the range of individuals certainly 
within the Department that she had access to and would meet with, it 
sounds like, both routinely. Is that fair and accurate to say? 

A That's correct. 

Q And certainly we talked some about some of those routine 

meetings with regional bureaus, with some of her policy team. In 
addition to kind of routine meetings, presumably, I mean, she's the 
boss, she is the Secretary of State. She could, at any point, call 
a meeting, convene a meeting around a particular issue that she wanted 
to take a deeper dive or get more information on. Is that accurate? 


A Absolutely. 
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Q And you talked about travel and you talked -- because the 
specific discussion was around travel^ I thinks in the springy 
including February in the spring. 

A Of 20 -- 

Q 2011. 

A Of 2011, yes. 

Q And you said a lot of that travel was around meetings, 
discussions about Libya. So presumably, that travel and those 
meetings would be another source of both information and potential 
conversation with foreign leaders and others. Is that the purpose of 
those kinds of travel? 

A Yes . 

Q So all of those individuals would be sources of information 

as well as potentially people who were giving her advice. Is that true? 

A Yes . 

Q Some lobbying her pretty strongly to take a position one 
way or the other, or trying to advocate or negotiate in the normal course 
of, you know, what the Secretary does in making policy decisions? 

A I would -- I would imagine so, yes. 

Q Now, again, you were not -- I just want to, you know, be 
clear. I appreciate the operational insights you're giving us, 
not -- and understanding that your role wasn't kind of in being in those 
meetings or discussions for the deep dive on the policy. So we do 
appreciate the kind of operational oversight. 

How would you describe in that context the Secretary's use of 
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email? We've seen some of hen emails. Oftentimes she'll get an email 
and she'll forward it and say, please print, giving me the impression 
that oftentimes, even when she got something electronically, she 
preferred to read it in paper. So could you give us a sense of how 
she used email in the course of her doing business? 

A I think it was mostly to -- so I just want to back up by 
saying I didn't actually -- I never really was privy to the email 
exchanges that she had, so as for my -- I can tell you about, you know, 
my email exchanges with her. It's hard to talk, I think, generally 
about how she used it, but my experience was she wasn't doing on a 
day-to-day basis, when we were traveling, a heavy amount of work on 
her email, because so much of it was verbal or on paper, but were 
we -- were we sending -- you know, I experienced it as sort of the 
day-to-day tasks, the, you know, what time am I starting tomorrow, just 
like the -- almost like general housekeeping that one would conduct, 
it's 2 o'clock in the morning, what time do I leave in the morning? 
Do you know where this is? So it was usually sort of, you know, after 
hours when we weren't physically -- physically with her. And then she 
did have people who had emailed her documents as like --as you had 
suggested, and sometimes we'd print those so she could review those 
in paper form. 

Q So trying to kind of assess what the -- what any given day 
was like for the Secretary or the information she actually looked at 
in the course of that day and the meetings she might have had and who 
she might have talked to, would I be able to get an accurate picture 
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of that simply by reviewing hen email usage oven the course of a day? 

A Not being privy to what her inbox waSj and -- but from my 
perspectivOj I would say not particularly when she was in Washington. 
You knowj she didn't have access to her email when we were in the 
Department. Our office was a SCIF and so we didn't have our devices 
with us. So unless you had a computer at your deskj you really 
weren't -- and she did not -- you weren't emailing. So from my 
perspectivOj it is unlikely. 

Q So on those daySj certainly her email might have been 
sporadic, it wouldn't have been continuous, it wouldn't have been -- 

A Correct. 

Q -- and it, in any event, might not reflect the volume of 
information that we talked about that was coming to her in person or 
through meetings, or in face-to-face conversations about particular 
policy issues facing her. Is that accurate? 

A That is accurate. 

Ms. Sawyer. I know that I'm hitting up on my time and that you 
guys deserve a break, so we should go off the record and we can talk 
about some of the logistics about how much more and whatnot. 

[Discussion off the record.] 
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BY MS. JACKSON: 

Q Let's go back on the record. I have 1:33^ and we will start 
our next hour of questioning. 

Ms. Abedinj welcome back. 

A Thank you. 

Q I want to follow up on some things you were asked about in 
the last hour, and also to follow up on some of the things we talked 
about in my first hour. 

A Okay. 

Q You had stated earlier that you met Chris Stevens for the 
first time in Paris. I believe that was in March of 2011. Is that 
timeframe about right? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. And did you come across him again in your travels 
with the Secretary? 

A I don't remember having seen Chris after that first 
encounter in Paris. 

Q Okay. Did you ever see him at Main State back here in 
Washington, D.C.? 

A He may have attended meetings, but I don't remember any 
specific meetings. 

Q Okay. So that would have been the one and only time that 
you can recall meeting with him, or seeing him, meeting him? 
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A Yes. I mearij I'd have to check the schedules to see if in 
any of the^ you knowj the meetings we were having throughout, you know, 
in different countries, the Libya contact group meetings, if it was 
Chris Stevens or Ambassador Gene Cretz there. From my recollection, 
it was the Ambassador, Ambassador Cretz, but I don't know that 
definitively. 

Q Okay. Did you ever email or have a phone conversation with 
Chris Stevens? 

A I don't believe so, no. 

Q Okay. To your knowledge, did the Secretary email with him 
or have phone conversations with him? 

A Well, you'd have to ask her about whether he emailed her. 

There were no instances that I recall where I would have seen an email 
exchange. Phone conversations, I would imagine yes. But, you know, 
again, I'd want to check our schedules to see when, et cetera, but I 
don't remember. 

Q Okay. Are those records kept by the State Department of 
the Secretary's calls with ambassadors and others? 

A I would presume so. Those were documents that were housed 
at the State Department, yes. 

Q Okay. And what type of documents would those be? 

A You know, what I saw in my screen, you know, it was just 

in the -- it was like an Outlook calendar, and her assistant in the 
office would just update them on the computer. 

Q Okay. And then if the call for whatever reason didn't go 
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thnoughj would it be taken off on noted in some way that the call didn't 
go through? 


A Yes. There was usually a revised schedule at the end of 
the day, so there was, you know, the schedule as it was finalized the 
night before. In some instances there were things that were left 
tentative, as it was in one of those days that we discussed. And 
job was to reflect what actually took place in the course of 

the day. 


Q Okay. It is my understanding that the Secretary traveled 
to Libya in October of 2011? 

A Correct. 

Q Do you recall that trip? 

A Yes, ma'am. 

Q Did you accompany the Secretary on that trip? 

A Yes, I did. 

Q Okay. Do you recall whether Chris Stevens was in Tripoli 
during your visit there, your and the Secretary's visit there? 

A I don't recall seeing Chris Stevens on that trip. I recall 


Gene Cretz. 


Q Because our Embassy in Tripoli had reopened by then? 

A Yes. If I remember correctly, it was the -- yes, it was 

the makeshift embassy that was the residence or the compound. But yes, 
we visited it, yes. 

Q Okay. 

A I remember that. 
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Q All night. And was that the only trip that the Secretary 
took to Libya during her tenure? 

A Yes. 

Q Okay. Were any other trips planned or discussed? 

A Yes. We had talked about returning to Libya. As I had 

mentioned earlierj one of the things that we did at the State Department 
was have meetings with our senior leadership to talk about travel for 
the year. 

Usually we metj you know, once or twice a year to do long term, 
what should we do this year, and the next 6 months, and certainly Libya 
had been on the list of countries to potentially visit. 

Q Okay. And do you recall approximately when that was going 
to be, that second trip to Libya? 

A It would have been in 2012. 

Q Okay. Do you recall that the elections in Libya were in 
luly of 2012? 

A I remember that they were in the first half of the year, 
correct. Yes. 

Q Okay. Was the trip to be before or after the elections? 

A Oh, I, in fact, remember us talking about potentially going, 

having the conversations probably that summer. So, and usually, as 
I mentioned, we met twice a year to talk long term, so probably we would 
have met in December or lanuary to like focus on the next 6 months. 
And then we probably regrouped in Dune, Duly, to talk about the rest 
of the year. 
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Andj you knowj from what I nememben from my planningj I neally 
had Libya as a potential fon the fallj when we were likely to go back 
to the Middle East. We typically -- we'd been to the Middle East in 
the fall the first few yeans she was thenej if I nememben connectly^ 
in 2009 j and 2010, so it wouldn't have been atypical. 

Q Okay. And do you recall what the purpose of the trip was, 
why Libya was on the schedule of places to visit? 

A Well, I think, you know, it was obvious that the United 

States had, you know, played a very large role in trying to shepherd 
this transition to democracy, which was the will of the Libyan people. 
And the Secretary of State and the administration was quite involved. 
And so, as we did in 2011, it was showing her support for the 
transitional government at the time. 

And, you know, from my perspective at that point the conversation 
we would've had is they've just had a successful Democratic election, 
we should go back and visit and, you know, check in, show our support 
for the new government. 

Q When you were traveling with the Secretary in October 
of 2011 -- and I apologize for skipping back and forth between the 

2 years -- were you in the meetings she had in Tripoli that day? 

A No. 

Q Okay. Would you typically attend the meetings when she 
would be traveling internationally? 

A Not typically. Sometimes I did, sometimes I didn't. 

Q Okay. We talked in the first hour about a lot of different 
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countries that she went to for the Libya contact group and other 
meetings that she attended where Libya was either the topic of 
conversation or one of many. Were you in those meetings typically with 
her? 

A In the contact group meetings with the other ministers? 

Q Yes. 

A NOj I typically would not be. 

Q What type of meetings would you attend? 

A In the Department or when we were traveling overseas? 

Q When you were traveling. And again, looking at 2011 and 
2012, that timeframe. 

A It honestly varied. Generally, you know, protocols called 

for very often to match sides when you were in meetings with a foreign 
government. So they would say, you know, we're coming to the meeting 
and we're bringing nine people and your side should bring nine people. 
And we'd often --a lot of times it was for parity, and members of the 
senior staff that were traveling on the plane were manifested in those 
meetings . 

Typically a deputy chief of staff to the Secretary would have been 
manifested. That primarily was always -- was lake Sullivan. 
Sometimes it was me. There was no -- you know, I was not necessary 
to the bilateral meeting, so I didn't necessarily sit in, but it didn't 
mean that sometimes I did. 

Q You didn't have a role as even a note taker or recorder of 
due-outs or anything like that from the meetings? 
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A Not at all. 

Q Okay. Did you know any of the members of the new 
Transitional National Council in Libya? Did you know any of the 
leaders? Had you met them before the revolution? 

A I'm sorryj did I know any of the Libyans? 

Q Yes. 

A No. 


Q Okay. 

A Yeah. 

Q Through schooling. You've lived overseas. 

A Ohj ohj yes. 

Q I didn't know if you had -- 

A No, I did not. I did not know any of the Libyans, no. 

Q Okay. Some of them had been in the United States before. 

I just wondered if your paths had ever crossed before. 

A Oh, yes. No, ma'am. No, ma'am. 

Q Okay. What about the Secretary? Did she know any of them, 
to your knowledge? 

A Not to my knowledge she did not. 

Q Okay. If you could pick up -- I'll just do them in 

order -- number four, which is the Saturday, September 15, 2012, I 
would call it a call schedule. Is that a fair way to depict what this 
email chain is about? 

A Sure. Yes, ma'am. 

Q Okay. I just have a couple follow-up questions regarding 
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this. You talked about a pouch being delivered. Would a pouch be 
delivered to both her D.C. home and her New York home? Was there any 
distinction between a pouch being delivered? 

A You're referring to when emailed her? 

Q Yes. At the top of the page it says, "A pouch with all of 
your call sheets and the schedule is En route to you." 

A Oh, I see. The note from to the Secretary? 

Q Yes. 

A Yes, it was typical when she was in Washington for a pouch 
to be delivered to her residence. It was less frequent at her residence 
in New York. Yes, it was less frequent. 

Q Okay. I was just wondering if there was any way to tell 
whether she was in Washington or New York on Saturday the 15th. 

A Well, from this and, you know, my attorney and I, this is 
when we looked at each other, it's very clear from this email that she 
was indeed in Washington. It refers to her residence in Washington 
on the second page. 

Q So on the second page? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. And who was ^|? It says -- 

A was the PDB briefer. 

Q Presidential daily brief, briefer? 

A Yes . 

Q Was he a member of the national security staff, if you know? 
I mean, was he a State Department official or -- 
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Q Okay. What types of intelligence products did the 


Secretary read or get briefed on other than the presidential daily 
brief j if you know? 

A I'm sorry. Can you ask me that question again? 

Q What type of intelligence products^ CIA cables, or finished 

Intel products, or things like that did the Secretary routinely look 
at to know what was going on in the world from the intelligence 
standpoint other than the presidential daily brief? 

A She received, both when we were in Washington and when we 
were traveling, regular folders and we always knew what the folders 
were because they were red. But they went directly to her from our 
executive assistant, who was both in the office -- and this is the 
senior, you know, the senior member in our office. So he and I actually 
shared a wall. And he would, throughout the day, frankly, take in the 
red folder, had documents in there for her to review, and he would take 
them back or she would bring them back to him. That's when we were 
in the office. 

When we were traveling, typically it would be similar, usually 
at the beginning of the day and the end of the day. When she was in 
a foreign country and between meetings, she wasn't really getting 
documents like that. It was specific to when we were in a SCIF. 
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Q And you may not knowj but if you dOj do you know what type 
of intelligence products those were? Would they be from the agency? 
Would they be from the Department of Defense? Were they only State 
Department intelligence products^ if you know? 

A I was not privy to those documents. Those went directly 
to her and from her. And it was regular practice for those not to go, 
you know, through me or through any other staff member. 

Q Even her senior policy adviser, like Mr. Sullivan? 

A I don't know what documents Take looked at. I would be 
speculating. But, you know, I'm sure he saw documents related to 
policy, but as to the specifics, I wouldn't know. 

Q Okay. And if we could go back for a moment to exhibit 
number 3, the situation report from, I believe it's the 14th, Friday 
the 14th. 

A Yes . 

Q As I reviewed this document, I don't see any indication that 
any of the protests occurred -- or any of the protests that are 
described in here occurred prior to September 13. And perhaps I've 
missed it. But did you -- we had talked earlier about protests around 
the time of the attacks. 

A Yes . 

Q And the attacks were on the 11th. And I'm just trying to 
figure out if, from your recollection, the protests followed the 
Benghazi attack or predated it or preceded it. 

A From my recollection, and I noted this when I was speaking 
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with you and also with Ms. Sawyen, we were planning the Eld reception. 
That was something that had been on the calendar prior to the attacks. 
And there were going to be a lot of Muslim leaders from around the 
country flying in to attend that. 

SOj you knowj that's part of my^ frankly, the trigger that I have 
to remember that the protests, as far as I remember, and the movie 
trailer, all of that occurred prior to the Benghazi attack. I don't 
think it was a long period of time, but that is my recollection, that 
we were aware of that. I was aware of the trailer. I had seen the 
news about the protests, specifically in Cairo. That's my memory. 

Q Was that a protest in Cairo or multiple days worth of 
protests? To the best of your recollection, what do you recall? 

A As I said to Ms. Sawyer, what stuck out in my mind was the 

protest in Cairo, and that image in the paper is what I do remember. 
Beyond that, you know, I don't -- you know, even that morning I couldn't 
tell you the morning of the attack that I was necessarily aware of where 
else there may have been a protest. 

Q Okay. So you don't have any recollection that the first 
Cairo protest was the day of the attack in Benghazi? 

A Are you telling me it was? 

Q I'm asking if you have any recollection of that being true? 

A I don't know if it was that day, but I feel like it was before 

the attack. That's the only thing I -- having had that knowledge. 

Q Okay. We talked a little bit about the fact that the 
Secretary was planning another trip to Libya in the fall of 2012. Who 
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would you typically coordinate with for the Secretary to take a trip 
overseas? 

A The planning process always started with our Deputy 
Secretary of State. 

Q You had two. Which one? 

A As I sayj the you knowj one for management and the other 
for policy^ so that would either be Bill Burns or Dim Steinberg prior 
to Bill Burns. So we typically met with the Deputy Secretary of State^ 
the Under Secretary for Political Affairs was Bill Burns originally 
and then thereafter it was Wendy Sherman. And then the leadership, 
you know, within our office, our chief of staff, my co-deputy, lake 
Sullivan, the executive secretary, the executive assistant, and our 
scheduler. 

And we would map out priorities for the year and sort of have a 
loose calendar which, you know, we would follow. But it was typical 
that I would check in with them, I would either email them. I saw all 
of them when we were in Washington. I saw them on a daily basis. So 
check in, any changes, any issues, but that's how we implemented the 
planning process. 

Q Okay. From the documents that we've reviewed, we've seen 
a lot of emails back and forth between you and the Secretary regarding 
Libya in 2011. And then not so many in 2012 . Is that your recollection 
of how it was? 

A I can't explain why there wouldn't be in 2012. What I 
remember in 2011 is certainly we spent so much of our time traveling 
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anound the world on behalf of -- you know, to go to these Libya meetings . 
So it wouldn't be atypical that I would have had a lot of emails. I 
shared with her, as it related to Libya. I can't explain why there 
wouldn't be any in --or did you say there were any? There were very 
few in 2012. 

Q A lesser number. 

A A lesser number. 

Q Yeah, okay. What were the hot spots as you recall in 2012 
around the world? 

A Well, there were Syria meetings starting, I think, in the 
first half of that year or first few months of that year, if I'm 
remembering correctly. I think I was on maternity leave. But we 
had -- I mean, Syria certainly comes to mind. And -- sorry, I'm really 
just trying to like place my years in my head. 

It was Myanmar, now Burma, her engagement there. You know, I 
recall that. We were spending a lot of time -- she was spending a lot 
of time working on that. We were coordinating with the White House 
about a trip. I mean that's what comes to mind just off the top of 
my head. 

Q Okay. What awareness or involvement -- let me just say, 
what awareness did you have about any discussions as to how long we 
were going to keep the mission open in Benghazi, Libya? 

A None. 

Q Did you know that we still had a presence in Benghazi? 

A I'm sorry, at what point? 
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Q At the time of the attacks. On was it a surprise to you 
that there was an attack in Benghazi? Were you aware we still had 
people there, given the reopening of the Embassy in Tripoli? 

A You know, I'm sure I had a general awareness. You know, 
as you've probably seen in the documents, there were often emails sent 
to me with updates for the Secretary. You know, I had a top line focus 
like in the time, you know, what I needed to prioritize and send to 
her and -- but I didn't always read everything that was sent to me for 
her. 

In the time of the attacks, was I aware? I'm sure I had a general 
awareness. I mean, we were talking about the trip. I'm sure I did. 
I mean, if I had to put myself back in that time, I'm sure I did, yes. 

Q Okay. You said you had a top line focus of what was going 
on in the world to send things to the Secretary. Was that throughout 
your entire tenure with her when she was Secretary of State? 

A Yes, ma'am. 

Q Okay. So things that were hot and bubbling up you made sure 
she got the information on? 

A If it was emailed to me, yes. 

Q Yes. Okay. So you were sort of , I don 't want to say --not 
the filter -- but you were sort of the funnel to make sure that the 
top line information got to her? 

A Only when she wasn't in the office or she wasn't on the road, 
I mean, you know, after hours, weekends when she might be at home in 
Washington or at home in New York. I would say it was a small number 
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of what she actually got becausGj as we discussed eanlien, I think the 
vast majority of what she absorbed in terms of content and material 
on any matter, including something like Libya, she would have absorbed 
in the form of a printed document or a verbal briefing. 

Q Okay. Were you personally aware of any of the security 
incidents that occurred in Benghazi in the summer of 2012, for instance 
when there was a hole blown in the wall of the compound there, or an 
RPG attack against the British Ambassador who was in Benghazi? Were 
you aware of those incidents as they occurred? 

A I likely was. And, I mean, you're jogging my memory a 
little bit about the British Ambassador. It's very likely that I was, 
yes . 

Q Okay. But as you sit here today you don't have a specific 
recollection of learning that information or passing it on or doing 
anything with that information? 

A I don't have a specific recollection. 

Q Okay. Was there anything that you would typically do with 
information that pertained to a significant security event at one of 
our embassies or posts around the world? 

A No, ma'am. I mean, I think, you know, the daily life that 
we had we were constantly getting updates about what was happening at 
our embassy facilities frankly around the world, whether it was the 
Middle East or it was Asia or it was Pakistan or India. I mean, on 
a daily basis there were updates that were coming in. 

It wasn ' t my responsibility or my purview to - - I didn ' t see those 
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as action items fon me. And as I mentioned, if we were off campus, 
if she was, rather, off campus at home, I would ensure that she had 
that information. But I don't believe that was her primary source of 
information . 

Q Okay. And what were her primary sources of information 
regarding security incidents around the world against our people or 
at our posts? 

A You'd have to ask her that. I wasn't privy to a lot of what 
she saw. 

Q Okay. Did the operations center -- I mean, we talked about 
the operations center alerts and things like that. 

A Yes, ma'am. 

Q Was that a mechanism that was used to push out information 
in urgent situations? 

A To us as staff? 

Q To the seventh floor principals of the organization. 

A Yes, ma'am. 

Q Okay. Was there any other type of documents? Did the 
Diplomatic Security put out a daily, weekly, or a monthly briefing of 
any kind that you saw? 

A I'm not aware of any regular document that the department 

of security would have put out. I'd be speculating if I said they did. 

Q Okay. Did the assistant secretary for Diplomatic Security 
have regular meetings with the Secretary? 

A They were present, yes, present at the weekly -- as I think 
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I discussed with you or Ms . Sawyer earlier -- our weekly Monday meeting 
with the senior leadership in the buildings yes. 

Q With the senior leaders or with the -- 

A And the Secretary was present, yes. 

Q And that went down to the assistant secretary level? 

A Yes . 

Q We've talked about a couple of meetings. I want to make 
sure -- 

A Yes, Deputy Secretaries, Under Secretaries, and Assistant 

Secretaries, yes, ma'am. 

Q Okay. And so the assistant secretary for Diplomatic 
Security was one of all the assistant secretaries that attended that 
meeting? 

A Yes, ma'am. 

Q Okay. Do you recall if the assistant secretary for 
Diplomatic Security attended the regional meetings? 

A I don't remember. 

Q Would there be some record of who attended those meetings? 

Were there agendas? Were there sign-in sheets? Were there -- 

A Yes, it is very likely on the Secretary's calendar. I don't 
recall there being agendas. The purpose was really for every assistant 
secretary to give the Secretary a verbal update on what was happening 
in their region. I don't remember the assistant secretary of the 
Diplomatic Security being in those meetings, but -- 

Q And those were also weekly meetings? 
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A YeSj ma'am. 

Q Okay. Nowj we know the Secretary was -- I think she still 
is -- the most traveled Secretary of State. Given that, how often or 
on average in a month how often would those weekly meetings occur, given 
her travel schedule? 

A How many times in a month? 

Q Right. Would it be -- you know, did she make sure that she 
made them every week or, you know, once a month? Every other week? 
Do you have a sense of how often they actually occurred? 

A If she was in Washington, it was a given that she was 
present. If she was traveling -- I mean, we often traveled in sort 
of in spurts. So she was gone for, you know -- it's one of the ways 
we tried to create her schedule so that she had time in the building 
to do the meetings that she needed to do. So it would be a week away 
but then we were there a week and then 3 days here. I mean, a lot of 
our trips were short trips and we came back. But, you know, they 
happened on a fairly regular basis. 

Q Were there days of the week that she tried to be in the office 
as opposed to other days of the week? When you say she tried to -- 

A Sorry, I didn't mean to interrupt you. I apologize. I'm 
sorry. 

We didn't entirely own her schedule in that a lot of the 
responsibilities she had when she was traveling was preexisting 
meetings. So if it was, you know, a regular meeting of ministers in 
Asia, the APEC meeting, for example, these were fixed meetings in 
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certain pants of the yean. So we were really being reactive^ and we 
would buildj you know, stops in other countries around those trips that 
she had to be on. 

But, you know, when she came into the building, one of the things 
that she conveyed to those of us who were helping her manage her schedule 
is she really wanted to be present as much as she possibly could be 
at the Department. And so we would do, you know, heavy travel but then 
also be in Washington for days at a time. And she was -- very often 
she'd come in and be in a meeting starting at 8:30 and then just go 
the entire day in meetings. 

Q Did those standing meetings ever get pushed off to another 
day or rescheduled, or did they just -- did they stay standing? 

A Rarely. Yeah. I mean, they were almost a -- you know, 
they were pretty regular. 

And sorry, I'm just going to volunteer this, but I think they may 
have also happened whether she was there or not, like the Monday 
meeting, the big Monday meeting I was telling you about. I think the 
Deputy Secretary of State would run it when we were on the road. 

Q Okay. And again, approximately how many people would be 
in that big Monday meeting? 

A As I think I mentioned to Ms. Sawyer, I think there were 
anywhere between 30 or 40 people. 

Q And approximately how long would that meeting last? 

A An hour. 

Q There was a lot of paperwork that flowed through the 
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department. Every Federal governmental agency has its own 
bureaucracy. We have seen things called information memorandums to 
the Secretary, and, in fact, I've got a copy of one. And I want to 
ask you a few questions about -- I'm going to mark it as Exhibit 5. 
It is a memo dated August 17th. 

[Abedin Exhibit No. 5 

Was marked for identification.] 

BY MS. lACKSON: 

Q And I will note that it has been marked now unclassified 
and reproduced to this committee as redacted -- well, it says released 
in full but it also says at the bottom "reproduced to the Benghazi Select 
Committee redacted by State Department for public release by Congress . " 
So if you would take a look at this. I have some questions about what 
some of the markings mean and the process. 

I will also say for the record, this document bears document 
number C05390124. 

Have you had an opportunity to review that document? 

A Yes, ma'am. 

Q Okay. lust generally, how would an information memo like 
this come to the Secretary? What's the flow of paperwork within the 
State Department for something to get to the Secretary? 

A A document like this would -- if it was approved by --let's 
see, it was sent by Beth lones, so it would've been sent likely to our 
Deputy Secretary of State and then to the executive assistant in our 
office, you know, who oversaw the special assistants. Again, this is 
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the tnio of people who managed all the paper. 

Q And who was the executive secretary at the time? 

A It was two people. It was loe Macmanus and Alice Wells. 
I mean, they shifted -- loe started and then he left and then it was 
Alice and then loe came back. 

Q Okay. So I won't ask you which one was in place on this 
particular day. 

A I wouldn't remember. 

Q Okay. So it would then flow through the executive 
assistant for the Secretary's review? Is that correct? 

A Yes, ma'am. 

Q Now, I see on the top middle of the front page there's a 
circle with the letters "HRC" in there. Does that signify anything 
of importance? Is that a symbol to say that she's seen it and reviewed 
it? 

A You'd have to ask loe or the specials. I'm not sure what 
system they used. I mean, the information like this that went to her 
wouldn't have passed through me, so I don't know what HRC stands for, 
aside from it's my boss' initials. 

Q Okay. Do you recall seeing that symbol on other documents 
that pass over her desk? 

A If I did, I don't know that I would have paid much attention 
to it. So it's possible, yeah. 

Q Was there another way that the Secretary indicated that she 


had reviewed information? 
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A Usually^ you know, I'm used to documents, but I think fon 
me I was more familiar handling the action memos that came up requesting 
that she do an event. And there was usually a cover sheet on top saying 
"approve, disapprove," and you'd pick it. 

Q Right. But for information that just came to her, was -- 

A That's not something that went through me. I didn't 
oversee this, so I don't know. 

Q And, again. Doe Macmanus or Alice Wells would be the people 
that we would need to talk to regarding the flow of this type of 
information? 

A Yes, ma'am. 

Q Okay. In the summer of 2012, were you aware of a declining 
or deteriorating security situation in Libya? 

A I think it was likely -- yes, it was part of my general 
awareness. As we discussed earlier, we were talking about visiting 
Libya later that year. 

Q In your discussions with others regarding that trip, was 
the security of Libya a concern? 

A You know, from what I recall, in an instance like this, I 
would have consulted with the senior leadership in the Department. And 
they -- you know, it's unlikely they would say we're worried about 
security. They would just say, you know, we're not sure yet or it's 
too soon to tell whether we can plan the trip or we'll get back to you. 
We're still talking about, you know, whether we do want to really 
recommend that she do this. I mean, that's the kind of information 
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I would probably -- you know, that's how I remember experiencing it. 

Q And do you recall any of those types of conversations with 
regard to Libya in the summer of 2012? 

A lust that we talked about going but that we weren't -- you 
know, we weren't sure. It was an evolving situation. This was a 
country that was going through a fairly significant transition, and 
we'd have to wait and see if we were going to confirm the trip in the 
fall. 

But it was still early. I mean, we were talking about this 
probably in the middle of the summer, and we weren 't talking about going 
until, I don't know, later in the fall. 

Q Okay. 

A Yeah. 

Q So Libya was in the category of "wait and see"? 

A Yes. It was a country listed as a potential to visit but 

not one that I experienced as, you know, definitely we're going, but 
we should consider going. 

Q Okay. Do you recall whether the Secretary received 
any -- in her normal course would receive requests for additional 
security at embassies or posts overseas? Was that the type of 
information that would come to her? 

A I don't know. You'd have to ask her. 

Q Okay. Those are not documents that you would see, action 
memos or things like that? 

A Not typically. I mean, the documents that were 
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specifically sent to me were documents that said we want to go speak 
in Morocco next week at the Forum for the Future^ yes or no. I mean^ 
those were the kinds of documents that -- the paper that I received 
for my action. 

Q Okay. Did the Secretary review cables written by 
ambassadors or sent in by ambassadors? 

A I believe she didj yes. 

Q Okay. All of them? 

A I think she read what was given to her. 

Q And who would make that choice as to what she should read? 

A There was a whole process, a protocol at the Department. 

There was a lot of paper. There was a lot of paper. Even what it did 
come through, there was a lot of paper. 

Q And that's my question. 

A But, you know, I only know what was approved to go in there. 

You know, I can't say this particular person said yes or no. I know 
there was a chain of command at the Department, the Deputy Secretary, 
other people who would weigh in on whether a cable should go into her 
or not, you know, maybe the regional assistant secretary. 

But by the time it reached us in the S office, I think the paper 
that went into her was paper that had been cleared elsewhere. 

Q Okay. But would it -- I guess what I 'm looking at is you' ve 
described a hierarchy, and I'd like to understand that hierarchy. Is 
everything that went to the Secretary from an overseas post, did it 
flow through a deputy secretary? And did it always flow through one 
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on could it be either one, and did it have to come through an Under 
Secretary? I'm just trying to understand to the best that you know 
what all those levels of review would be before it reached the 
Secretary. 

A That wasn't a process that, certainly anybody in my position 
was privy to. What came into our office was the cleared documents for 
the Secretary to see. How many people and who they were that had to 
say, "yes, this goes to her," I don't know. 

Q Do you at least know who the last person would be to clear 
it for the Secretary? Was it Deputy Secretary Burns, for instance? 

A I think that would have happened before it came to our 
office, so I'd be guessing if I said it was Deputy Secretary Burns. 
I would imagine a lot of paper went to him, but I don't know if everything 
went to him either. 

Q Okay. I'm going to jump around a little bit. I have a 
few -- well, I have one more topic and then I'm going to let you have 
some . 

Mr. Pompeo. That's fine. 

Ms. lackson. I shouldn't say this, but because I have to. 

I'm actually going to show you two documents that I'm going to 
mark exhibits 6 and 7. 

[Abedin Exhibits Nos. 6 and 7 
Were marked for identification.] 

BY MS. lACKSON: 

Q And as you're reviewing that, for the record, exhibit 6 is 
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document number SCB0058547. It's an email chain at the top dated 
Tuesday^ October 30 , 2012. 

And Exhibit 7 is document number 0045765, and it's an email dated 
Monday, October 29, 2012. 

A Okay. 

Q Have you had an opportunity? 

A Yes, ma'am. 

Q Let me first go to Exhibit 7. Exhibit 7 dated Monday, 

October 29, 2012, from you to H., which I assume is Secretary Clinton; 
is that correct? 

A That is correct. 

Q Okay. And I would like to go to what I think is the third 
paragraph, but I want to read it into the record. It says, "Had a long 
visit with my friend who was in Benghazi. Will download in person but 
think very important for you to the injured DS officer. 

He is now well enough to talk." 

First of all, was one of the agents who was on the ground 

in Benghazi the night of the attack? 

A Yes . 

Q And he was significantly injured during the attack? Is 
that correct? 

A Yes, ma'am. 

Q Okay. In fact, he spent over a year at Walter Reed 

Hospital, if you know? Do you know? 

A I know it was a significant period of time. 
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Q Okay. It also says henOj "Had a long visit with my friend 
who was in Benghazi." Who was that? 

A I had a friend from college who was in Benghazi that night. 

Q On the night of the attack? The night of the attack? 

A Yes, ma'am. 

Q Okay. And was that -- was your friend a witness in any way 
to the attacks? 

Ms. Abedin . I am not able to discuss that. 

Ms. Dunn . Sharon, we should go off the record. 

Ms. lackson. Okay. We can. 

[Discussion off the record.] 

Ms. lackson. Let's go back on the record and pose -- 

Ms. Dunn . I'm sorry. Also -- I don't know if you do this -- do 
you want to strike your last question or -- 

Ms . lackson . We don't follow the rules of evidence that closely. 

Ms. Dunn . Got it. 

BY MS. lACKSON: 

Q The question that we're going to pose to you is, in this 
email exchange, you ' re requesting or suggesting that the Secretary call 
the agent who was injured; is that correct? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. And to your knowledge, had the Secretary talked to 
Agent up until this point? 

A She had not. 

Q She had not, okay. 




326 


115 


Had she talked to any of the surviving agents of the attack? 

A Before this -- 

Q Before this time. 

A I don't believe she had. 

Q Okay. And then going to Exhibit 6, which is a series of 

emails between -- starting on October 25 through October 30, it 
essentially discusses the same thing, a call to Agent is that 

correct? 


A That's correct. 

Q And so what is Exhibit 7, would have been your communication 
to her in the middle of all of this other communication. Is that a 
fair reading of these emails? 

A That's a fair reading, yes. 

Q Okay. Do you know when the Secretary talked to Agent 
or did she? 

A What I remember about the call to is that there 

was an interest in calling him to see how he was doing, and the 
information that we were getting from Assistant Secretary Boswell prior 
to this date, was that he wasn't well enough to speak. And so it was 
something that we, you know, some of my colleagues were staying in touch 
with Assistant Secretary Boswell about to see when he was well enough 
to actually take a call from her. 

I'm pretty certain she talked to him shortly after this email 
exchange. I don't remember the exact date, but I'm pretty certain she 


did. 
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Q Okay. And had she talked to the other agents by the end 
of October? 

A Any of the other injured agents? 

Q Surviving agents. 

A Surviving agents^ I don't believe so. I don't believe sOj 

ma'am. 

Q Okay. Did she talk to them^ to your knowledge, at all 
during 2012? 

A Not to my knowledge. 

Ms. lackson. I have about 10 minutes left so I'm cutting you a 
little short, but I will turn it over to you at this point because I'm 
ready to turn to a different topic. 

Mr. Pompeo. Okay. We can do that. Great. Thank you. 

First, Mr. Cummings spoke and indicated he had no idea why you 
were here. And I just want to assure you, we think there's a perfectly 
appropriate reason for you to be here consistent with our mission. He 
may or may not know, we have had a heck of a time getting documents 
from the State Department for this committee, and we have had a heck 
of a time identifying where all these documents are and who's got them 
and what emails were used. 

And you were very close to the Secretary, and you were very 
involved in her daily life, both her official life and, as people are 
who are close, involved in things personal. And so I just want 
you --we think you can help us identify how to complete this record 
so that we have a full and complete understanding of what took place. 
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SOj Mn. Cummings is obviously entitled to his view, but I just 
thought it was appropriate for you to know that I view your time here 
as deeply appreciated but also necessary and highly relevant to what 
it is we're seeking to accomplish on behalf of the American people. 

Ms. Abedin . Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Pompeo. Thank you. Thank you for being here today too. 

The two email addresses -- and just coincidentally, in these two 
last documents that you just had a chance to review, a personal one 
the iaclintonemail.com and then official State.Gov email. Were there 
any other email addresses under which you conducted business that was 
related to either Libya or Benghazi or the matters that we have 
discussed so far today? 

Ms. Abedin . During my time at the State Department in that 
period? 

Mr. Pompeo. Well, I guess more broadly. Any time. 

Ms. Abedin . I had a personal Yahoo.com -- 

Mr. Pompeo. Let me stop. If it ' s an email that you used strictly 
for personal business, for nothing that's related to this, I am 
uninterested in that email address. 

Ms. Abedin . You don't want my email? I'm offended, sir. 

Mr. Pompeo. Duly noted. 

Ms . Abedin . I did have, in addition to those two email addresses, 
I did have a Yahoo.com address that I occasionally used to forward some 
documents to print and also that I forwarded news clips to and those 
could've included news clips regarding Libya, so yes, there was an 
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additional one. 

Mn. Pompeo. Okay. Great. Thank you. 

Ms. Tackson. May I ask one follow up? 

Mr. Pompeo. Of course, yeah. 

Ms. Jackson. And during your search of your personal records to 
turn over to the State Department, did you search that account? 

Ms. Abedin . I instructed my attorneys to go through all of my 
email records and documents and to do as thorough a search as possible 
for any potentially Federal records and to turn them over to the State 
Department. And to my knowledge, they did that. 

Ms. Jackson. And including that Yahoo account? 

Ms. Abedin . Yes, ma'am. 

Ms. Jackson. Okay. Thank you. 

Mr. Pompeo. Did you have a security clearance while you were 
working at the State Department? 

Ms. Abedin . Yes, sir. 

Mr. Pompeo. And do you have that security clearance now? 

Ms. Abedin . I do not. 

Mr. Pompeo. You do not. Was it withdrawn at the time you 
departed the State Department coincidental with that, or did you 
continue it sometime after your continued service? Or do you know 
exactly? 

Ms. Abedin . I'm not sure when I ceased to have security 
clearance. To the best of my recollection, it didn't end the day she 


walked out but sometime thereafter. 
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Mn. Pompeo. Sometime theneaften. And what was that security 
clearance that you held? What level of security clearance? Was it 
secret? Top secret? Do you recall? 

Ms. Abedin . I am fairly certain it was top secret as was the 
practice for anybody working within the S office because we worked in 
a SCIF. 

Mr. Pompeo. Great. Thanks. Makes sense to me. 

Were you interviewed by the ARB? 

Ms. Abedin . I was notj sir. 

Mr. Pompeo. Have you, in the lead up to today, have you had 
conversations with any of the other individuals that we have 
interviewed where you discussed the matters that either they discussed 
with us or you thought you might be discussing today? 

Ms. Abedin . Yes, I have talked to some of my former colleagues 
and current colleagues, and it was to acknowledge that they were coming 
in or I was coming in. We wished each other good luck. But, you know, 
particularly since Take Sullivan and I continue to work together on 
a daily basis, we determined early on that we would not discuss our 
appearances here. 

Mr. Pompeo. So any of the conversations that you had were pro 
forma, good luck, not substantive with relative to their testimony or 
the testimony that you were contemplating providing us with today? 

Ms. Abedin . Yes, sir. 

Mr. Pompeo. And I guess the same question with respect to 
Mr. Blumenthal. Have you had a conversation with Mr . Blumenthal about 
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his testimony? Maybe you can tell us if you even know Mn. Blumenthal 
or have ever had a conversation with him? Maybe give us a little 
background. 

Ms. Dunn. Before we enter Mr. Blumenthalj just because I think 
the record is now like a tiny bit unclear. I think you helped her 
address this a little bitj but your original question was have you 
discussed any of the substance? 

Mr. Pompeo. YeSj of course. 

Ms. Dunn. And you answered^ "YeSj we talked to wish each other 
good luck and didn't discuss the substance." But because Ms. Abedin 
answered yes to your original question, I just want to make sure -- 

Mr. Pompeo. The correct answer would be no. 

Ms. Dunn . -- that it's clear from her subsequent testimony that 

what she really meant was no. 

Mr. Pompeo. I'm going to run outside and tell them she said yes. 

Ms. Dunn . I appreciate you assisting her with that subsequently. 

Mr. Pompeo. No worries. 

Ms. Dunn . Okay. Go ahead. Sorry. 

Mr. Pompeo. So same question. Maybe you can talk about your 
interactions with Mr. Blumenthal during your time at the State 
Department and then maybe subsequent to that as well. Would you break 
it down? 

Ms. Abedin . I had really very few interactions. I've known Sid 
for a long time. I worked for Secretary Clinton for 19 years now, and 
I met Mr. Blumenthal at the White House when I was working there. He 
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was at the Clinton White House and the Clinton administration at the 
same time. So I've known him since then. 

While I was at the State Department, in terms of physical 
interaction, it was very minimal. I'm struggling to think of when I 
actually physically saw him. I don't believe I had any phone 
conversations with him in that period. It's possible that there were 
periodic email exchanges, but from my recollection, those were mostly 
in the form of emails from Sid being forwarded to me to print. 

Mr. Pompeo. Were you aware of the -- I want to say this in a way 
that doesn't -- Mr. Blumenthal wrote to the Secretary frequently. 
We've now seen those documents during this relevant time period. 
That's my characterization. I think there were a lot. They were 
directly related to intelligence prospects in Libya. 

Ms. Abedin . Yes, sir. 

Mr. Pompeo. Were you aware that those communications were taking 
place? Were you ever copied on them, or did you know that Secretary 
Clinton was receiving that information from Mr. Blumenthal related to 
Libya in particular? 

Ms. Abedin. I don't recall being copied on them, but I certainly 
do remember printing documents that were emails from Sid, yes. 

Mr. Pompeo. In a similar way, were you aware of any 
communications that occurred prior to the departure of Mr. Qadhafi from 
power with respect to post-Qadhafi planning? That is, if we're 
successful, tell me what next steps -- were you involved in that at 
all? You might not have been in your role. But were you aware of 
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post-negime change planning that was taking place pnion to the time 
that the regime was removed? 

Ms. Abedin . I don't know. Certainly those were not 
conversations that I would have been involved in, but it's possible 
I had a top line awareness that there were some meetings going on. But 
I don't know. 

Mr. Pompeo. I think that's all that I have, Sharon. Thank you. 

Ms. Abedin . Thank you, sir. 

Ms. iackson. Well, and I think we're essentially out of time. 
We may have like 2 minutes, but it's not enough to start the next series 
of questions that I have, which are going to focus on the completeness 
of the record that we got from the State Department, which is a long 
area but it is my last area. 

Ms. Abedin . Okay. 

Ms. iackson. So with that, I think we'll go off the record. 

[Recess . ] 

BY MS. JACKSON: 

Q Let's go back on the record. It's 2:45. The minority 
staff have graciously conceded their next hour, so I ' m going to continue 
with my questioning and hopefully this will make the day shorter than 
it could have been. 

When Mr. Pompeo was here, he asked if you were interviewed by the 
ARB that was impaneled following the Benghazi attacks, and you said 
no. Did you provide any documents to the ARB? 

A I was not asked to provide any, no. 
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Q Okay. Was there a memo that went out to all staff from Unden 
Secretary Kennedy requesting that anybody who had information to 
provide it to the ARB? Do you recall that? 

A I don't. If there was one, I don't remember receiving it. 

Q Do you recall if the Secretary provided any documents to 
the ARB? 

A I'm not aware of what she provided. 

Q Okay. Who would have played a role in that if she were to 
provide documents to the ARB? 

A It would have been our chief of staff, Cheryl Mills. 

Q Okay. During the time that you worked with the Secretary, 

were you ever part of or privy to a conversation regarding complying 
with FOIA requests that particularly involved the Secretary's records? 

A No, I wasn't aware that had ever happened. No. 

Q Okay. So you were unaware that there had ever been a FOIA 
request regarding records of the Secretary individually? 

A While we were at State or post State? 

Q Let's start with while you were at the State Department. 

A Not at all that I remember. 

Q Okay. What about after you left the State Department? 

A That was not something -- no, that wasn't something that 
happened outside her attorneys. 

Q Okay. During the time that you were at the State 
Department, you were aware that the Secretary was using a personal email 
address; is that correct? 
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A I waSj ma'am. 

Q Were you awane that it was hen exclusive means of electronic 
mail communications? 

A Yes, I was. 

Q Okay. And were you awane that that personal email account 
was maintained on a private server? 

A I know it was an email address that was provided by the IT 
person in President Clinton ' s office. I 'm not certain that I was aware 
of what server it was on or not on. 

Q But it was not on a State Department server? 

A That's correct. 

Q So you were aware at least of that fact? 

A Absolutely, yes. 

Q Okay. I'm sorry, but I'm going to jump back just a minute. 
In September of 2012, following the attacks, there was the first 
congressional inquiry into documents relating to the Benghazi attack. 
Were you aware of that letter from a subcommittee of the Oversight and 
Government Reform Committee? 

A No. And it wouldn't have likely gone to me anyway, so I 
wasn't aware. You're reminding me of something I didn't remember. 

Q Okay. So there were no discussions among the senior staff 
regarding complying with congressional requests for information 
regarding the Benghazi attacks? 

A I want to be thoughtful about how I answer that. I 
think -- I know mostly in the context of the ARB I remember both the 
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Secnetany and Chenyl saying that they wanted everybody to be very 
responsive to the committee. But in regards to any other inquiry, I 
have no specific recollections. 

Q Okay. Do you have any generalized recollection that there 
was discussion of congressional inquiries into the Benghazi attacks? 

A Yes. Yes, I'm sure I was aware at the time. But I think 
what was more top of mind for me was the ARB. I believe that that 
inquiry started fairly quickly. 

Q Okay. And in the ARB, was there any discussion of the 
Secretary or others in senior leadership providing documents to the 
ARB? 

A Not any discussions that they included me in. And I 
certainly -- I wasn't asked for any documents. 

Q Okay. Have you subsequently been aware that there were 
conversations ongoing at that time regarding producing documents to 
the senior leadership to the ARB? 

A I don't think it's something that we've talked about since 
then. It doesn't jog anything in my memory even post her time at the 
State Department related to a congressional inquiry. 

Q Or the ARB? 

A The ARB, yes. As I mentioned, I do remember there being 
this encouragement from our chief of staff and the Secretary that they 
wanted people who were asked to participate to be responsive and 
cooperative . 

Q And did that responsiveness include their own records? 
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A I don't know. 

Q Okay. Do you recall that in December of 2012 j Chairman 
Darrell Issa of the Oversight and Government Reform sent a letter to 
the State Department requesting information as to whether the Secretary 
used a personal email account? Do you recall the Department receiving 
that inquiry? 

A No. 

Q Okay. Do you recall any discussions that were had within 
the senior leadership of the State Department at that time of receipt 
of that request? 

A Definitely not. 

Q Okay. Do you recall anything about that letter coming in? 

A Reading about it in the presSj some months or a year 

thereafter. 

Q Okay. But nothing at the time when you were still at the 
State Department? 

A Definitely not. 

Q Okay. You were asked by our minority colleagues about the 

Secretary's ability to conduct business at her residence. And I 
believe you said that she had a secure telephone there; is that correct? 

A That's correct. 

Q Did she have other equipment in one or both of residences? 

A YeSj she did. 

Q Okay. Let me just ask thiSj was the equipment the same in 


both of the residences? 
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A It was pnetty similanj yes. 

Q Okay. If you could just describe what did she have in her 
D.C. residence and what did she have in her New York residence. 

A Certainly. In both residences, they basically established 

in the present offices, the existing offices in the residence. 
So they took the door down and they replaced it with a door with a special 
lock in both houses. They installed fax machines, secure fax machines. 
If I recall, there were two phones; there was a white phone and then 
a yellow Cisco phone that had the two different levels of security. 

Q So one up to the secret level and one to the top secret level? 

A Correct. Yes, ma'am. 

Q Okay. 

A And she had the same setup in her New York residence as well, 
a secure fax machine as well as two different types of phones. 

Q Okay. Did she have a safe? 

A She did, yes. 

Q At each residence? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. And you said they made it into Do you know 

whether it was accredited to hold up to top secret information? 

A I wouldn't know the accreditation level, but I do know that 
they installed doors that had locks on them. 

Q Were there windows in those rooms? 

A Yes . 

Q Did they do anything to the windows? 
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A I don't recall. 

Q And I'm assuming that the State Department underwrote the 
cost for those upgrades for her? 

A I don't know. 

Q Do those rooms still exist today the way they did at the 

time? 

A NOj ma'am. They brought her existing doors out of storage 
and replaced them, and they took all the equipment. 

Q Okay. Did she have a regular fax machine at one or both 
of the residences? 

A If I remember -- and I think they still exist -- she had 
one unit that was a printer, copier, and fax machine in both residences. 

Q Did she have a computer in either of those rooms? 

A She did. 

Q Okay. Did she have a computer capable of processing 
classified information? 

A She did not. 

Q Okay. So it was a regular computer in there? 

A Correct. 

Q Okay. 

A But I should clarify that these were computers that she did 
not use. They existed before she became Secretary of State and they 
for the most part were dormant and -- 

Q So they were her personal computers? 

A They were her personal computers, yes. 
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Q Okay. 

A And, Ms. Dackson, I apologize, I forgot to mention, they 
did install in her Washington residence the ability to do, you know, 
VTC. I don't know how to -- 

Mr. Rodriguez . SVTCS, the secure video. 

Ms. Abedin. Yes, the video. I don't know if it was secure, but 
the video capability. 

BY MS. JACKSON: 

Q Video teleconferences? 

A Yes. We didn't use it, but it did exist. It was there. 
I forgot to mention that. 

Q You have no knowledge as to whether that could go to the 
classified level? 

A I have no recollection of having used it, but it was there. 

Q Okay. And in these rooms they sort of built out for her 

use? 

A Correct. 

Q Okay. Did she use those pieces of equipment to receive 
information, the secure phones, the secure faxes . You ' ve told us about 
not using the VTC, but were the other modes of communication used? 

A She absolutely used the secure phones. You know, she was 

often home in either residence over the weekends and she made calls 
and received calls on those phones, yes. The secure fax was deployed 
very little, mostly because we often had technical challenges receiving 
the faxes. She sometimes struggled with the equipment and -- 
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Q I believe I've seen an email where you have saidj "Don't 
ever use the fax machine." 

A Yes. It was so maddening to try and execute it without 
there being some challengej so, you know, secure faxes, we pretty 
quickly gave up on. And when she was in Washington, it was very 
convenient to have a pouch delivered. She often had a pouch delivered 
anyway. She lived in very close proximity to the State Department so 
we would just ask those documents to be included in the pouch. 

Q Okay. And was there a way to deliver documents to her in 
New York? 

A Yes, there was a courier from the U.S./U.N. facility was 
able to do it there, but sometimes we, you know, had to struggle with 
the secure fax machine to get her document. 

Q When she traveled, did a secure phone -- I assume that there 
was a secure phone and fax and other things on the plane when she 
traveled, but when she would be in hotels, were there secure 
communications available to her? 

A On most occasions that I remember, yes. It's very common 
for there to be a phone installed, a black phone in the suite. And 
then they would have secure equipment in our -- I apologize. I'm 
losing the word -- in our staff office, you know, the control room as 
well . 

Q Did they have like a command center or something like that? 

A Yes. Yes. We called it a control room. 

Q Control room? 
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A Yes . 

Q Okay. Did she have a classified email account assigned to 
hen by the State Department? 

A She did not. 

Q At any levelj secret or top secret? 

A No. 


Q Was there someone who had an account on her behalf on those 
systems? 

A Not that I'm aware ofj no. 

Q Okay. Did she have a secure Blackberry? 

A She did not. 

Q Did anyone carry one on her behalf? 

A No. 


Q Okay. Did she have a secure cell phone? 

A Oh, interesting question. There may have been a secure 
cell phone that -- yes, on occasion. Yes. 

Q That would travel with her? 

A That would be with whoever, you know, whatever special 

assistant or, you know -- yes. Yes. I forgot about that. 
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BY MS. JACKSON: 

Q And did that routinely travel with her? 

A We didn't need to use it very often because she was always 
within close enough proximity with an actual hard line secure phone, 
but now that you've asked me, I actually do remember that on occasion 
there was a secure cell phone. I travel -- it was a little box. A 
couple of times I traveled with it or assistant traveled with it, yes. 

Q So is it accurate to say or to summarize that it 
probably -- that it generally travelled with her but it was not used 
much? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. I would assume that it was in the checklist of things 
that got packed when you traveled overseas. 

Okay. Let's go back to the personal email account and the 
non-state Department server. When did you first learn that the 
Secretary was going to use a personal email account as Secretary of 
State? 

A Well, we -- you know, she'd had an email account that she 

used prior to arriving at the State Department, and obviously, I was 

aware of that. I communicated with her on that device, and that 
continued through her time at State. 

Q So during the time that she was a Senator, she only used 


a personal email account? 
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A YeSj ma'am. 

Q Okay. When did you first learn that it was going to change 
from the prior personal account to the clintonemail.com account? 

A So once the President asked Secretary Clinton to serve as 
Secretary of State^ it was at the conclusion of 2008, the presidential 
campaign was over, and her Senate office was transitioning. So for 
my purposes, I'm talking about my transition at this point, I reached 
out to the IT, the person that did IT in President Clinton's office. 
I'd always had an email account that was provided to me by the Clintons 
and so I said I'm losing my hillaryclinton.com email, what can I use? 

Q Let me just stop you right there. The hillaryclinton.com, 
was that the one that you had been using? 

A Yes, ma'am. That was prior to arriving at the State 
Department. That was provided to me by the political entity associated 
with the Secretary. 

Q Okay. And how long had you had that email address? 

A Since we left the White -- well, I probably had -- first 
it was called @f riendsofhillary.com, that transitioned -- that was 
right when we left the White House, and then that transitioned to 
hillaryclinton.com once she opened her presidential committee. 

Q Okay. And the William lefferson Clinton office maintained 
that email address, that domain name, hillaryclinton.com, or did her 
political campaign? 

A Her political campaign, yes. 


Q Okay. 
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A Yeah. 

Q So to your knowledgGj there was a server associated with 
her political campaign? 

A I would have -- yes. I mean^ I would have assumed so. It 
wouldn't have been something I paid attention tOj but yeSj ma'am. 

Q But when there was a problem^ you didn't call the William 
lefferson Clinton office? 

A I usually called Dustin. He was our go-to guy. He always 
was, you know, I'm having a problem, can you help me fix it, and he 
always did, so that wasn't -- 

Q And who is Dustin? 

A Dustin Cooper worked in President Clinton's office, and he 
handled a lot of IT issues that would arise from time to time. 

Q And you used him even when you had the political campaign 
for Mrs. Clinton running for President? 

A I was on the road a lot. I used -- you know, Dustin was 
an easy go-to call. I certainly called him when the then Senator was 
having challenges with her email, yes. When in need, he was my point 
of contact. 

Q Okay. And just to be clear, she never had a senate.gov 
account, email account when she was Senator? 

A That's correct. 

Q Okay. So moving forward to the end of 2008 to early 2009 
when you were aware that she was going to become Secretary of State, 
take us through those steps. 
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A So as I was saying eanlienj I reached out and said I ' m losing 
these two email addresses. You knowj what can I use to continue doing 
emails as it related to Clinton family matterSj and he suggested that 
I use that clintonemail.com address^ and so that's what I did. 

Q Was that something that Dust -- and by he^ you're talking 
about Dustin Cooperj right? 

A I am referring to Dustin, correct. That ' s my recollection, 
but yes. 

Q Was that something that he was setting up as something new, 
or did it exist? 

A I'm not certain if it existed or not, but around the same 
time, that's when, you know, obviously, she went from her AT&T 
Blackberry email to Clinton email. It all happened around the same 
period of time. 

Q Okay. Did Secretary Clinton have a email address under the 
domain name hillaryclinton . -- it's hard to say 

hillaryclintonifflhillaryclinton.com, but do you understand what I mean? 

A Yes, ma'am. She did not. 

Q She did not. She just had her AT&T account? 

A Yes, ma'am. 

Q So it was something@at&t . net, or something like that? 

A Exactly. 

Q And do you recall approximately when this was that you were 

having these conversations with Dustin Cooper and the setup or the 


transfer to clintonemail.com? 
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A I don't nememben the exact timefname, but it was once I knew 
that I was about to lose two email addresses and trying to figure out 
what I was going to do. 

Q And I guess my question is, why were you going to lose them? 
Could they not continue or who made the decision that they were not 
going -- 

A Well, she was no longer -- sorry, I didn't mean to interrupt 
you, Ms. Dackson. I apologize. But she was no longer going to be 
Senator, so obviously our Senate email accounts were going to be 
defunct, and her campaign committee was essentially shutting down. We 
were all going to lose our hillaryclinton.com email addresses within 
a short period of time. 

Q So that leaves me to infer, but please correct me if I'm 
wrong, that those email addresses, the hillaryclinton.com addresses 
were not associated with their family foundation and business and 
things like that? 

A Well, the foundation was a whole separate -- and I, you know, 
and I you know, I never had a foundation email account, but I used my 
hillaryclinton.com account for anything as it related to the family, 
in addition to anything related to the campaign at that time. 

Q Okay. And did you say you had two accounts there? 

A I'm sorry -- 

Q With her campaign? 

A It was f riendsofhillary that sort of morphed into 


hillary Clinton . com . 
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Q But they were not simultaneous? 

A I think what happened iSj when she went from being senator 
with having a political action committee and then went to deciding she ' s 
running for Presidentj the friendsofhillary.com emails just sort 
morphed into -- or I don't know how to really explain itj but I guess 
they were -- anyone who emailed me at friendsofhillary.com I would get 
on the hillaryclinton.com email address. Does that make sense? 

Q Actually it does, but I don't know why. 

Do you know who came up with the name of clintonemail.com? 

A I do not recall, no. 

Q Okay. Dust came to you as that? 

A Yes. I'm not the most tech savvy person, so yes, in my 
recollection is I got a brand new Blackberry in the mail and it had 
a working phone number and an email address, and I was very happy. 

Q Did it come with a contact list? 

A I don't know. 

Q I'm asking if some of the other -- 

A I would suppose that the contacts they had in my 
hillaryclinton.com Blackberry were transposed to the 
clintonemail.com. That's a safe -- yeah, that's safe to assume. I 
would have probably been frustrated if not. 

Q And for those people who had an email address at 
hillaryclinton.com, did they get new email addresses at 
clintonemail.com? I think I said that right. 

A No, no. 
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Q They did not? 

A No. 

Q Do you know how many did? How many people did? Obviously 
the Secretary did and you did. 

A I think the only additional person was Chelsea. 

Q What if any discussions did you have with the Secretary 

regarding the use of this new email address as her exclusive means of 
electronic communication as Secretary of State? 

A I don't recall having many conversations. It was a natural 
progression from what she was doing previously, and she continued to 
do so. 

Q And I just want to be precise here. You said you don't 
remember many conversations. Were there any conversations? 

A I don't remember any conversations. I think those of us 
who were part of her senior leadership at the State Department all 
regret that we didn't think about it more, but we really didn't. 

Q When she went in as Secretary of State, had they set up a 
state.gov account for her in anticipation of her arrival? 

A Not that I'm aware of. 

Q Did you or did anyone, to your knowledge, communicate with 
the State Department that she would not be using -- did you or others 
tell the IT department or the executive secretary or the executive 
assistant that she did not want one? 

A I don't remember anyone discussing it with us. You know, 
we were coming into a bureaucracy. I don't know that they 
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necessarily -- I don't know that they necessarily assumed or approached 
us, assuming that the Secretary of State would have a state.gov email 
address. I'm not sure that the former Secretary had a state.gov email 
address. I don't know that it was the normal course of business for 
the Department, but I'm supposing on their behalf. I don't think it 
was automatic. I certainly don't remember anyone approaching me about 
giving her a state.gov email. 

Q Okay. At any time prior to her becoming Secretary of State, 
did you have any conversation with her about using personal email versus 
official email as First Lady or as Senator or at any time in your past 
tenure with her? 

A Certainly not as First Lady. You know, even as Senator, 
I don't recall. It doesn't mean it's out of the realm of possibility, 
but I don't recall any specific conversations with her. 

Q Do you recall when she came in as Senator, whether they had 
set up an email account for her at a senate.gov address? 

A No. 

Q No recollection, or no, they did not? 

A No, they did not. 

Q Okay. Were you involved at all in the server being 
relocated to the New York -- well, first of all, let me ask you this. 
Was a server relocated to the New York residence? 

A I have subsequently learned that's the case, but I wasn't 
aware at the time, no. 

Q When did you learn? 
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A I think in the last year or so or the last -- I don't want 
to put a timeframe on it, but as all of this has become public, 
learning -- it wasn't something that was discussed with me before it's 
become public. 

Q Okay. When problems arose during the time that she was 
Secretary of State, and I can't imagine that there's an electronic 
system out there that didn't have a problem or two, during this tenure, 
who did you call? 

A When problems arose for myself? 

Q For yourself or on behalf of the Secretary with the 
clintonemail.com account? 

A If it was related to clintonemail.com, I would called 
Dustin. 

Q Dustin Cooper? 

A Yes, ma'am. 

Q Okay. If it wasn't related to clintonemail.com, under what 
sort of problems would you encounter? 

A If it was the state.gov email, it would just be that it 
wasn't working, which happened from time to time that the state.gov 
system was down. 

Q Okay. Did you ever call anybody other than Dustin Cooper 
when problems arose? 

A Outside of Clinton email? 

Q Yeah. 

A For state.gov, I would ask one of the assistants in the 
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office j I would say my Blackbenny isn't working j can you help me get 
it fixed, and they would go to somebody in our IT department. 

Q Good. And then back to the clintonemail.com address, did 
you call anyone other than lustin when problems arose? 

A I think there was a period, and it may have been -- my memory 
is fuzzy on this, so I apologize, but at one point we -- I would call 
Bryan Pagliano, but I don't remember if that was pre or post, but I 
mean, Dustin was my primary person. 

Q Okay. And did Dustin work at the State Department? 

A He did not. 

Q Okay. And where did he work? 

A He worked in President Clinton's office. 

Q In New York? 

A In New York. 

Q The Harlem office? 

A Yes, ma'am. 

Q Okay. So you had no involvement in the redirection of the 
campaign server to the New York home? 

A No. 

Q Okay. Do you now understand that it was in the New York 

home? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. It wasn't in some other building. It was in their 
residence in Chappaqua, New York? 

A Yes . 
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Q Okay. Have you subsequently learned who was involved in 
the relocation of the server to the Chappaquaj New York residence? 

A I actually don't know that I do. 

Q Okay. Was it Bryan Pagliano? 

A It may have been Bryan j but I would -- I'm guessing. 

Q Okay. And why would he be in the realm of possible persons 

to have done that? What was his role? How did you know him? 

A I knew him previously from the campaigOj the presidential 
campaign. He worked on her 2008 presidential campaign, so I knew Bryan 
from there. 

Q And did he run the IT systems for that campaign? 

A I don't know if he ran the IT systems, but he was one of 

the people who worked on IT systems in 2008. 

Q Was he like the head person, or where did he fall in the 
hierarchy of IT folks? 

A I don't know. We had a lot of people in 2008, and I was 
never really at headquarters, so for me it was a name and email address, 
and I would say I need help. 

Q Okay. And he was in New York? 

A That would have been --he would have been in Washington, 

actually. Our headquarters were in Virginia specifically in 2008. 

Q Okay. Do you know how the personal email account and the 
private server were funded? 

A I don't. 

Q No information on who paid the registration fees for the 
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domain name on paid for the relocation of the server to the Chappaquaj 
New York home? 

A No. 

Ms. Sawyer. Yeahj I certainly appreciate the witness' 
willingness to answer every single question put before her^ but I 
am -- and I certainly will give you the latitude to finish^ particularly 
because both she and her counsel are obviously being cooperativej but 
I just would caution you that we have gotten very far afield in 
completing the record when we are talking about how it was financed. 

Ms. iackson . I understand that that's your position, and we have 
a different one, and I will continue asking questions in my hour. 

Ms. Sawyer. Could you at least give us some foundational sense 
as how that ' s related to the investigation into the attacks in Benghazi? 

Ms. iackson. I will continue asking questions in my hour. 

Ms. Sawyer. Okay. And I just want the record to very clearly 
reflect, since we did see a letter in the public domain indicating that 
we have never objected in the context as to how the investigation is 
being run, that I am clearly objecting, and I appreciate the willingness 
to answer on behalf of Democratic Members to the questions that are 
going far beyond determining whether or not we have a complete record 
as to the documents that are in the -- Ms. Abedin's custody and control 
related to Benghazi and the attacks in Benghazi. 

And we also don't agree with the scope of how far back, but I 
understand as was said in the last hour already that to the best of 
her knowledge and ability, any documents that were in her custody or 
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control related to Libya or Benghazi have been now turned over to the 
State Department. I mean^ can I just clarify if that is accurate? 

Ms. Abedin . That is accurate, yes, ma'am. 

Ms. Sawyer. Okay. That's fine. 

Ms. iackson. And I would also note for the record, we had no 
objection from the witness or the counsel to that, and those are the 
only objections that are allowed in a transcribed interview, and we 
have not objected to any question posed by minority counsel. 

Ms . Sawyer. That's fine. And I just want to read from the letter 
sent from the chairman to the ranking member the following sentence. 

Ms. iackson. Ms. Sawyer, you will have the opportunity to ask 
questions during your hour. 

Ms. Sawyer. That's fine. I appreciate that. Thank you. 

Ms. Dunn . Since we have interruption in the questioning, in any 
event, there's at least one thing that I think the witness should 
probably make clear about her email use, so I don't know how much more 
questioning we're going the do about that, but -- so Huma, if there's 
anything that you want to make clear, you should do that. 

Ms . Abedin . I think the only thing I wanted to clarify is I myself 
did the vast majority, the vast, vast majority of my work as it related 
to the State Department on my state.gov email, I think, and I think 
my documents would reflect that work that was conducted on Clinton email 
was minimal compared to the amount of work I did. 

I just generally want to say, like I always try to do the right 
thing, I always try to do things the way I was told I had to do them 
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and listen to the instructions j so that's the only other point I wanted 
to make about my email use. 

BY MS. JACKSON: 

Q We've talked about a Yahoo account you had and the 
clintonemail.com account. Were there any other domain names 
maintained on that serverj to your knowledge? 

A I'm not sure my Yahoo account was maintained on any server. 

Q I'm sorry. I didn 't mean to imply that it was . I'm trying 

to identify the scope of email accounts and then, as a corollary to 
that, were they maintained on the server that the clintonemail.com was 
maintained? It's kind of a two-part. 

You know what, let me just withdraw it and start all over because 
I think I just complicated it by putting two things together. 

A Okay. 

Q You've identified for us two personal email accounts, a 
Yahoo account and a clintonemail.com account; is that correct? 

A I had one personal account, which was my Yahoo account, and 
I had a Clinton email account that was provided to me by the Clintons 
that I used for their personal emails about their personal matters, 
but that was the distinction. 

Q Okay. Were you aware that the Secretary used -- well, let 
me ask this. How many different email addresses are you aware of that 
the Secretary used? 

A I am aware of two, the one that she used when she first 
arrived at the State Department and then after the subsequent incident 
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where hen email address was made public while she was Secretary of 
State, that email address has changed. 

Q Okay. The first one was hdr22@clintonemail.com? 

A Yes, ma'am. 

Q That was the one she used during the duration of being 
Secretary of State? 

A That's what she used until that was made public, and then 
that was changed. 

Q And how was that made public? 

A I think somebody -- oh, gosh, I'm sorry. You're testing 

my memory, but it was -- I believe it was somebody else's emails that 
became public, and it had identified her email address, and her email 
address was then made public. 

Q Recognition is often better than recall, so do you recall 
that it was Sid Blumental's email address that was hacked? 

A Yes. Yes. Yes. 

Q Okay. And at that time she changed to a different email 
address? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. Had there been any other email addresses used by the 
Secretary from 2009 forward, to your knowledge? 

A In that time period -- 

Q From 2009 forward. 

A Yes, it was those two, yes. 

Q And as of today, is she still using one of those two? 
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Ms. Dunn . Can we go off the necond? 

Ms. Jackson. Sure. 

[Discussion off the record.] 

BY MS. JACKSON: 

Q We've talked about the hdr22@clintonemail.comj and then 
after the Sid Blumenthal hackj a different email address has been used. 
From 2009 forward, have there been any other email addresses used by 
the Secretary? 

A While she was at State? 

Q Well, let's start there, while she was at State? 

A So there was those two at State, so she transitioned from 

the AT&T Blackberry that happened around the same time as she started 
at State. She had the hdr22, she used that, solely that address until 
the hacking incident, and then we changed the address to another 
@clintonemail.com, and -- 

Q And then, more recently, has there been yet another one? 
Not what it is, just has there been? 

Ms. Dunn . So I'd be more comfortable if we went off the record 
and talked about this. 

Ms. Jackson. Sure. 

[Discussion off the record.] 

Ms. Jackson. All right. Let's go back on the record. 

Mr. Westmoreland . Can I ask a couple before you go on? 

Ms. Jackson. Yes, you may. 

Mr. Westmoreland . If I get out of bounds, somebody pull a flag. 
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I think you identified he was Dustin, but was he from Mr. Clinton's 
office? I mean, did he work for Mr. Clinton? 

Ms . Abedin . Yes . 

Mr. Westmoreland . And you said the 

Ms. Abedin . Yes. 

Mr. Westmoreland . And I think you mentioned that that was 
actually the President's office that they | 

Ms. Abedin . No, sir. No, sir. Actually, the President had a 
separate office in the New York -- actually, he had separate offices 
in both residences. These were offices that were specific to the 
Secretary at both residences -- 

Mr . Westmoreland . Okay . 

Ms. Abedin . And those were 

Mr. Westmoreland . So it was not his office. It was just a office 
that was 

Ms . Abedin. They were her offices, and they were her offices prior 
to her becoming Secretary of State, but in both residences, they each 
had their own -- 

Mr. Westmoreland . Sure. 

Ms. Abedin. -- their own offices. 


Mr. Westmoreland. But the server wasn't in 


I, that you know 


Ms. Abedin . I don't -- I actually, sir, even till today, don't 


know physically where that server was. 
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Mn. Westmoreland . That's all. 

Ms. Abedin . I don't know. 

Mr. Westmoreland . Now, when you were talking about 

and you said you don't know who paid for it, if it was the 
State Department or private or whatever? 

Ms. Abedin . Yes, sir. 

Mr. Westmoreland. But the upgrades included a secure phone and 
a secure fax and some of the other things that you mentioned. 

Ms. Abedin . Yes, sir. 

Mr. Westmoreland . But those would have had to have come from the 
State Department, right? 

Ms. Abedin . Yes, they did, sir. 

Mr. Westmoreland . Okay. And do you know if it was ever restored 
back to the -- I mean, you said they took down a door, you know. 

Ms . Abedin . Yes . 

Mr. Westmoreland . I'm sure they added some stuff. 

Ms. Abedin . Yes. 

Mr. Westmoreland . But did the contractor or the State come in and 
put it back to this original condition? 

Ms. Abedin . They did, sir. 

Mr. Westmoreland . And you said that she had a personal email while 
she was a Senator? 

Ms. Abedin . Yes, sir. 

Mr. Westmoreland. And, was it on the same server that was used 
when she got the clinton.com, or do you know? 
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Ms. Abedin. I don't know. I don't know if that email address was 
housed on that server already. 

Mr. Westmoreland. So it could have been two different servers. 
I mean, they wouldn't have wiped one clean and then say, okay, we got 
all the Senate stuff out of the way and now we're going to use it for 
this, but you -- 

Ms. Abedin . I really don't -- I really don't know. 

Mr. Westmoreland . Now, the other thing is, you said when you got 
your Blackberry, that it had a phone number and an email address, and 
you think possibly, probably so, it had your contact list? 

Ms . Abedin . Yes . 

Mr. Westmoreland . Was that the Blackberry that came from the 
Clintons or was that the Blackberry that came from the State Department? 

Ms. Abedin . It was the Blackberry that came from the Clinton 
office. I had two. I operated on two Blackberries when I was at the 
State Department. 

Mr. Westmoreland . Yeah. So, but the one you're talking about 
that already had the -- 

Ms. Abedin . Yes, yes, that would have been the personal one. 

Mr. Westmoreland . Okay. And you said that Yahoo, clinton.com, 
and .gov was the three emails that you had, your personal and the Clinton 
one, and you said you used it for personal, right? 

Ms. Abedin . Yes, sir. 

Mr. Westmoreland . Now, did you do personal work? I mean, if you 
are only doing it for personal, were you doing personal work for Ms. 
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Clinton while you were at the State Department, or was this just to say, 
hey, how you doing or how's Chelsea and what did you all have dinner, 
or let's get together or something like that? I mean, was it work 
related or just -- I mean, kind of explain that. 

Ms. Abedin . Of course. It was work related for me, but it was 
more often than not personal for them, just given my job 
responsibilities, you know, especially planning her schedule, knowing 
when to coordinate, knowing, you know, where her husband was or her 
daughter was. It wasn't atypical for them to say FYI, you know, is the 
Secretary scheduled to be in Washington tomorrow because the President ' s 
going to be there and will they be spending the night together. I mean, 
they, you know, both traveled a lot. It was coordinating for those 
purposes . 

And absolutely, it would not have been atypical, sir, for somebody 
from the President's office to email and say, you know, does her schedule 
end in time tomorrow for her to have dinner with the President in New 
York when she lands, so yes, it was related to coordinating all three 
of their schedules. 

Mr. Westmoreland . Now, the President didn't email, correct? 

Ms. Abedin . That's correct. 

Mr. Westmoreland. Okay. So who would have been emailing you for 
the President to find out where you all were going -- when they were 
going to have dinner? I mean, I'm confused, I guess. 

Ms. Abedin . He had a staff, sir. He has a scheduler. 

Mr. Westmoreland . Oh, so his so staff emailed. 
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Ms. Abedin . Yes. Yes, yes, yes. I apologize if I wasn't clean. 
I was not emailing -- 

Mr. Westmoreland. No, that's okay. But would his staff not have 
had your State Department address or they didn't think it was appropriate 
to ask you do what you were doing over at the State Department address? 

Ms. Abedin. They absolutely did have my state.gov address, and 
on occasion, I was emailed there as well. But I think for, frankly, 
it seemed more appropriate to have those kinds of exchanges on the 
systems that we'd always used, and like I said, it was primarily to 
coordinate, and it was not communications with the President directly. 
It was with his staff. 

Mr. Westmoreland . Well, I've got to leave, and it's certainly 
nice to meet you. Thank you. 

Ms. Abedin . Thank you. It was nice to meet you as well. 

Ms. Dunn . Thank you. 

Mr. Westmoreland . I appreciate it. Thank you. 

Ms. lackson. Thank you, sir. 

Ms. Dunn . Do you know when we started this? 

Ms. lackson. Quarter till. 

Ms. Dunn . Great. Thank you. 

BY MS. lACKSON: 

Q All right. Let's return to Mr. Pagliano. When did you 
first meet him? 

A Sometime probably -- sometime around the beginning of her 
presidential campaign in 2007, 2008. I don't remember -- I don't 
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nememben the first time I met him. 

Q Okay. Did Mn. Pagliano become an employee of the State 
Department? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. And where did he work and what did he do? 

A I don't know. 

Q Okay. Did he do IT related services for the State 
Department? 

A I don't know. 

Q Okay. Did you have any involvement -- did you know he was 
coming to the State Department? 

A I 'm not sure I didj but he was there. I do know he was there . 

Q Okay. Did he also perform work for the Clintons during the 

time that you were at the State Department? 

A I don't know. 

Q Okay. Wellj I guess I want to go back to you said you would 

call Dustin Cooper, or there was a period of time when you called Bryan 

Pagliano. So can you explain to me what you called him about and what 
was he to do? 

A I'm not clear on the timing. It's very fuzzy in my head. 

There was a period of time, that I would have called Bryan for the same 

thing I would have called Dustin for, it's not working, can you help 
me, but I'm very fuzzy on what that time period is. 

Q But obviously you were at the State Department because 
before then he was working for the campaign. Is that correct? 
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A Yes . 

Q Okay. And at what -- 

A It's not necessarily -- actually, I want to revise that, 
or at least clarify that. I'm not sure if it was when we were at State, 
and I guess I really should probably think about it. Dustin was my 
main point of contact over the years. Bryan, at some point, was -- I 
just am not fuzzy -- I'm just fuzzy on when. 

Q Okay. 

A I mean, it may have been after we left the State Department 

when I say I'm fuzzy . It may have actually been after we left the State 
Department. 

Q And how would you communicate with him? 

A Probably through through her assistant, or I would 

have emailed him. 

Q Okay. 

A If it was a problem with her email. 

Q With the Secretary's email? 

A Yes . 

Q You would have emailed him to fix it? 

A Possibly, yes. 

Q Did he have an email -- clintonemail.com account? 

A Not that I'm aware of. 

Q Okay. And what account did you have in your Blackberry, 
your contacts for him? 

A I don't remember. I don't remember. 
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Q Do you still have those contacts? 

A I probably do. 

Q Is he still in your contacts? 

A He may be. I haven't been in touch with him for a long time. 

Q Okay. Would you be willing to provide that information to 

the committee as to what email address is in your contacts for him? 

A I am happy to provide whatever contact information I have^ 

yes . 

Q Okay. Were there ever times when the system went down^ the 
clintonemail.com address went down and during the time you were at the 
State Department? 

A Yes . 

Q And do you recall how often that occurred? 

A Ohj I don't recall it happening often. In fact, I feel like 
it was a big deal when it did happen. I specifically remember one 
instance one summer, I don't remember which year specifically, when 
it went down. There was a big storm. 

Q Was that Hurricane Sandy? 

A Yeah. 

Q Okay. Does it refresh your recollection to know that that 
happened in 2012? 

A I'm sorry, what do you mean? 

Q Well, when Hurricane Sandy occurred. 

A Okay. 

Q You said one summer. 
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A Ohj okay. 

Q In fact, if you would go back to exhibit 7 and take a look 
at that and see if that refreshes your recollection. 

A Yeah. Yes. 

Q Okay. Is that when you're talking about that the system 
went down? 

A I'm not sure it was. 

Q Okay. And when was the date in that again? 

A This is October 29, 2012. I'm not sure it was. It was the 
summer. 

Q Okay. Do you recall the system going down at the time of 
Hurricane Sandy? 

A I don't. 

Q You don't recall that Bryan Pagliano had to go out and do 

some repairs to the system in New York? 

A Are you telling me that? 

Q I'm asking you if you recall that. 

A I'm not aware that that happened. 

Q Okay. At any time while you were at the State Department 

and Secretary Clinton was the Secretary of State, do you recall any 
intrusion or breach of data or the system otherwise going down and 
having the loss of data on the system? 

A In the state.gov system? 

Q No, where the clintonemail.com account was housed. 

A No, I'm not. 
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Q Okay. Were you awane of any cyben threats to the system 
that housed the clintonemail.com? 

A I am not. 

Q Do you know whether that system^ the system that housed the 
clintonemail.comj had encryption capabilities? 

A I am not. 

Q Did you ever encrypt information that would go onto that 

system, encrypt a document that was attached to an email, or anything 
like that? 

A Not that I'm aware of. 

Q Have you ever encrypted a document? 

A I don't know what that means. 

Q Like password protect it in some way or anything like that? 

A No, not that -- no. 

Q Okay. Do you know who provided the physical security for 
the server and related equipment in the New York home? 

A I don't. 

Q Who, among the senior staff at the State Department, was 
aware that former Secretary Clinton used a personal email address? 

A It was pretty common knowledge amongst senior staff. 

Q Okay. And when you say senior staff, how far down the 

organizational chart are you going? Deputy secretaries? 

A Yes, ma'am. 

Q Under secretaries? 

A Yes . 
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Q All of the unden secretaries have her personal email 
account? 

A I am not sure if all of them did but certainly many did. 
Q Okay. And can you recall which ones did? 

A No. 


Q Did Wendy Sherman? 

A She would have^ yes. That makes sense. 

Q Did Patrick Kennedy? 

A I don't know. 

Q Okay. Would the Under -- I can't remember them all. They 

had letters. R, N. 

A I still refer to them by their letters. 

Q Okay. Was there an R, Under Secretary for R? 

A Yes . 

Q Was that like presSj public affairs^ public something like 

that? 


A YeSj that was Dudith McHale. 

Q Yes. Do you recall if she had the -- 
A I'm fairly certain she did. 

Q Okay. What are some other letters that you recall? We can 
back into this. 


A Wellj let's see. So the deputy secretary certainly would 
have, the Under Secretary for Political Affairs would have likely had 
it, pretty certain did. The Under Secretary for, you know. Public 
Affairs is, as you relayed, did. I know some of the assistant 
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secnetanies had hen email. 

Q Which ones do you recall had hen? 

A You knowj the ones I nememben were the Under Secretary - -I'm 
sorryj the assistant secretary for Near Eastern Affairs^ leff Feltman^ 
but beyond thatj maybe Phil Gordon didj you know, European Affairs 
Assistant Secretary, but now I'm just guessing and assuming, but there 
were certainly -- there were certainly leadership in our department 
that had her email, and then obviously everyone within the Secretary's 
office had her email. 

Q Okay. Who, among the other heads of the executive branch, 
had her personal email account, like Secretary Gates, then Secretary 
Panetta, Director Petraeus, people from the White House, were there 
other leaders in the executive branch that had her personal email 
address? 

A I know she communicated with leadership at the White House. 

Q By email? 

A By email, yes, ma'am. I really did not, you know, have the 
capacity -- I didn't read who was sending her emails, but I do know 
in some instances people asked for her email and we provided it. I 
don't know about General Petraeus or Secretary Gates. I honestly 
don't. She saw many of these people on a regular basis in meetings 
at the White House, so I'm not sure that they actually emailed each 
other. 

Q Okay. Who, among the White House staff, requested her 


email address? 
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A From what I recollectj the chief of staff and -- 

Q And at what timeSj which chief of staff? 

A Ron Emanuel, shortly after we arrived, and I know David 
Axelrod communicated on -- or at least had requested, you know, had 
asked for her email address. 

Q And were those given -- was the email address given to those 
two individuals? 

A Yes, anyone who asked for her email address, for the most 
part, received it. 

Q Do you recall anyone who was denied it? 

A No, I don't. 

Q Okay. Were ambassadors given her email address? 

A I don't know. I don't believe so. I think it was -- it 
wouldn't probably have been protocol either for an ambassador to email 
the Secretary of State directly. They typically went through, you 
know, the chain of command and reported in to the relevant assistant 
secretary. 

Q Do you recall whether the general counsel or the legal 
advisor to the State Department had her personal email account? 

A Harold Koh, I suspect, did. 

Q You don't recall precisely whether he did or not? 

A I don't, but I -- I mean, I'm sure he did. 

Q Do you know whether he was consulted by the Secretary before 
she exclusively used her personal email account at the State 
Department? 
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A Do I know if he was consulted? 

Q Uh-huh. 

A I don't. 

Q At any time, did he raise any concerns about her use of a 
personal email account? 

A Not to me, that I remember. 

Q Of all of the people that we've talked about, the deputy 

secretaries, the select under secretaries, a few assistant 
secretaries, at any time did anyone raise any type of concern about 
the Secretary exclusively use -- let me state that differently. 

At any time did any of these individuals voice any type of concern 
over the secretary's use of a personal email account? 

A No. 

Q Okay. Did any of these individuals know that the Secretary 

was exclusively using a personal email account? 

A Not that I'm aware of. 

Q Okay. Do you know whether the Secretary or anyone on her 
behalf consulted with the National Archives and Record Administration 
regarding the exclusive use of a personal email? 

A I don't believe so. 

Q Do you believe that did not happen? 

A I certainly did not do it on her behalf. 

Q Okay. Do you know whether she told officials at the White 
House that it was going to be her exclusive means of electronic 


communication? 
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A I can't speak to what she told the White House. 

Q Were you ever present when she denied or deflected any 

inquiry in that regard? 

A No. 

Q Was the Secretary^ what is known as an original 

classification authority with respect to classified information? 

A I don't know. 

Q When did you first become aware that the Department was 

requesting or notified Secretary Clinton that they were going to ask 
for the return of her records or knew that they didn ' t have her universe 
of records? 

A You knowj I've thought about this a lot because there has 
been so much news about this recently, and I've tried to fix in my head 
when I first became aware, I think, I had full awareness about what 
the Department had requested and what the committee had requested 
earlier this year when our campaign team was being, you know, informed 
about what transpired in the last year. But prior to that, it was 
something that was being handled by her attorneys, so I didn't really 
have much awareness. 

Q Okay. And specifically when you say her attorneys, who are 
you referring to? 

A David Kendall. 

Q Okay. Were you talking with Cheryl Mills at all? 

A Was I talking to Cheryl about? 

Q The State Department's request for Secretary Clinton's -- 
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A No. 

Q What about a Heathen Samuelson? 

A Of course I know Heathen, but no. 

Q Is she currently working on the campaign? 

A No. 

Q Okay. Do you know where she is currently? 

A Physically? 

Q Yes. I mean what city, what state? 

A I think she's still in Washington. 

Q Not New York? 

A She's not in New York, no. She's not in New York. 

Q Do you know if she played any role in the return of the 
Secretary's records to the State Department? 

A I'm not aware of what role Heather played. 

Q To your knowledge? 

A To my knowledge, yes. 

Q Do you know what if any role Cheryl Mills played? 

A I don't know specifically. I don't know what role Cheryl 
would have played . I know Cheryl was one of the Secretary ' s attorneys . 

Q Okay. I do want to try and nail down the timing of when 
you knew that the Secretary's records were not with the State 
Department. I know I'm running out of time, but it's also my last 
topic . 

Mr. Rodriguez . How much longer do you think you'll be? 

Ms. Dunn . Do you want a break? 
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Mn. Rodriguez . Do you know how much longer you'll be? 

Ms. lackson. 5 minutes maybe. 

Mr. Rodriguez . You have about 5 minutes in you? 

Ms. Abedin. NOj I dOj but I'm not sure I'm going to be able to 
satisfy your answers here. 

Ms . lackson . You know what j let ' s go off the record . Let 'stake 
a break and -- 

Ms. Dunn . Yeah. 

[Recess. ] 

BY MS. lACKSON: 

Q Okay. Let's go back on the record. It is 4 minutes after 
4:00. I am going to continue with my questioning to wrap up this 
session, then we're going to turn it over to my minority colleagues, 
and then we're going to transfer down to a short, very, very short 
classified setting for just a few questions. 

So right when we broke, I was talking to you about the request 
for the review and return of records of the Secretary to the State 
Department, and I believe I was asking you as to when that was. Do 
you have any idea of like what season it was, was it spring, was it 
summer, was it fall, can you connect it to any other event and try and 
give me a better sense of when you first learned? 

A Yeah. I've really been trying to rack my brain about what 
I knew in the time and what I've known subsequently, but in the period 
where that request had gone to her, it had really been handled by her 


attorneys . 
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It wasn't something that was certainly discussed with me on shared 
with mej and I wasn't involved in the process of retrieving anything j 
so I'm not sure that I knew the full extent until earlier this year 
when, you know, as part of the campaign staff we were being briefed 
on what the attorneys were going to make public about what had 
transpired in the last year. 

Q Okay. So you first learned, for, sure earlier this year, 
is that correct, so early -- 

A Definitely about what had happened and the period of time 
when a letter was sent by the State Department and these FOIA requests, 
like all these things that have now become very obvious -- 

Q Uh-huh. 

A -- I don't think was on my radar until it really had to meet 
for the purposes of the campaign really. 

Q Okay. And was that then before or after the New York Times 
ran the article? I'm just still trying to get a sense of when. 

A Which -- I'm sorry, which article -- 

Q About her exclusive use of a personal email address during 

her tenure as Secretary of State, which I recall being on March 2nd? 

A Was that the first time it was reported? 

Q That is my recollection, but -- 

Ms. Dunn . Do you have the article? 

Ms. lackson. Not with me. 

Ms. Abedin . Well, obviously I knew that she had used only that 
email account, so that wouldn't have been news to me. So are you asking 
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me when I knew -- 

BY MS. JACKSON: 

Q About the request for the return of records, the review and 
return of records, was it before or after it became public knowledge 
that she had exclusively used her personal email account during her 
tenure as Secretary of State? 

A From my recollection, it was once -- and frankly, the only 
reason that anybody from the campaign needed to know anything about 
this is because there were press requests asking a whole series of 
questions. I actually do not recall that it was the New York Times 
that had written that first article, but I know there were news reports 
earlier this year, and then subsequently there were questions being 
asked. We were planning events for her as it related to the campaign, 
and then all of a sudden we now had to deal with a new set of questions 
from the press about what had transpired in the last year, and that's 
why her lawyers were consulted. 

They then relayed the relevant information to the communications 
team at the campaign, and those were the talking points that -- then 
the talking points were put together by our communications team, and 
so at that point, yes, yes, ma'am, absolutely, I was aware it was listed 
there when she got the request and what her lawyers did and that the 
documents had been provided. 

Q But I guess from your long history with the Secretary, I 
see you in sort of a different role, and you had essentially the family 
email account, the clintonemail.com? 
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A Sure, yeah. 

Q And so I understand that the campaign officials were toldj 

but weren't you told before then? 

A Who would have told me? 

Q The Secretary herself. 

A Absolutely not. 

Q Okay. Cheryl Mills? 

A I don't ever recall Cheryl mentioning that to me. 

Q Okay. Philippe Reines? 

A I don't recall Philippe Reines mentioning it to me. 

Q No one asked you about your own clintonemail.com account 
in connection with the Secretary's return of records? 

A No. 

Q Okay. So the first time you knew that anybody knew you had 
a clintonemail.com account was when they requested you to look at your 
recordSj or did you know before then? 

A I'm sorry, can you ask me that question again -- 

Q Yeah, it was a little complicated. At some point you were 
asked to return your own records, to go through your own personal 
records and return them to the State Department. 

A That's correct, yes. 

Q Okay. How did you get your clintonemail.com account 
records? Were you able to still access that account? 

A I didn't do it myself. I asked my attorneys. I gave them 
my devices and my documents and I asked them to make the review and 
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collect everything that I had and to turn over any potential Federal 
records . 

Q So that account was still active in the sense that it could 
be accessed without going to a server or an Internet service provider? 

A I'm not sure that the account was still active, 
but -- because I had transitioned to a new email, but I certainly, you 
know, clearly did have emails on my devices that were relevant, and 
as I understand, they were all turned over, yes. 

Q All right. Prior to you being contacted, did you know ahead 
of time that you were going to be -- well, let me ask this. How did 
you first become aware that you personally were going to be requested 
to review your records? 

A To review and return? 

Q Yes. 

A I read a news article. 

Q Okay. That was before the letter arrived? 

A Yes, ma'am. 

Q Okay. 

A I read a news article that said that my records and other 
members of the senior team identified by name, had been asked to review 
and return their Federal records. I had not received any such request. 
I contacted my lawyers and said there's a news article saying that I 
have been asked to do this, but no one has actually asked me to do this. 

They inquired on my behalf, and sure enough, it turns out that 
a request had been sent in March of this year for the review and return 
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of records in my personal possession. 

It never made it to me because the requests were sent to an old 
mailing address and to old email addresses, so my attorneys were able 
to reach out to the Department, and I did officially receive the request 
in May of this year. 

Q Okay. Do you have any knowledge or awareness of the 
methodology that was used by Secretary Clinton's representatives in 
how they reviewed her records for return to the State Department? 

A I don't. They did not consult with me. You'd have to ask 

them. 

Q Do you know how many people worked on that project? 

A I have no idea. 

Q There have been various media accounts about the server 
being maintained by a company known as Platte River. Have you read 
those accounts? 

A Yes, I have. 

Q Prior to reading those accounts, did you have any awareness 
of Platte River as a company involved with the server maintaining those 
emails? 

A Yes, ma'am, I did. 

Q Okay. Tell us what your involvement was and your awareness 

was of that. 

A I was informed, I believe it was, after we left State 
Department or around that time, I don't remember a date specifically, 
that Platte River Networks was going to take over responsibility for 
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the IT needs of the family. 

Q Okay. And who was it being transferred from to Platte 
River? 

A That's a good question. I would imagine from the system 
that waSj you knowj an internal -- I guess an internal system that was 
managed by the President's personal office to a company^ an outside 
company. 

Q Did Bryan Pagliano have any involvement in that? 

A He may have^ yeSj that's possible. 

Q Okay. In maintaining the server prior to its being 
transferred to Platte River? 

A I don't remember the Bryan period. I want to check. I 
mean, I feel like this is knowable. I just don't remember. I 
apologize. I didn't prepare for that, so I don't know. I know Bryan. 
I know there's a period where he was in and out of our universe. I 
really wouldn't be doing service till I've given you accurate 
information by saying yes. 

Q Okay. And what records would you have available to you that 
you could access? Would that be emails or telephone calls, call logs? 

A I think I would call somebody and say, hey, when did Bryan 
do this? I don't even know who. I'd probably call somebody in the 
President's office. I don't -- you know. 

Ms. Dunn . I think it's pretty clear it's not within her 
recollection. Thank you. 


BY MS. lACKSON: 
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Q Who was involved in the selection of Platte Riven? 

A I wasn't pant of the pnocesSj so I was infonmed aften they 
had been selected. 

Q Okay. And do you know who made that decision? 

A I don't know who made the decision. I know I was infonmed 
by the Pnesident's office and by Chelsea's office. 

Q Do you know if thene was any vetting done of the company 
befone it was chosen? 

A You'd have to ask thein offices. 

Q Okay. Do you know who in thein offices was involved in 

that? Who was the penson who infonmed you? 

A It was the Pnesident's chief of staff and Chelsea's chief 
of staff. 

Q And who ane those individuals? 

A Tina Flounnoy and Ban! Lunie. 

Q Do you know whethen the senven was physically shipped to 
Platte Riven, on was the infonmation electnonically tnansmitted? 

A I don't know. 

Q Okay. Do you know whene the data is fnom that senven today? 

A I don't. 

Q Okay. Do you know whethen the Secnetany has netained any 
copies of -- eithen electnonic on hand copy of the infonmation that 
was taken fnom the senven? 

A I think you'd have to ask David Kendall. I neally don't 


know. 
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Q You don't know. You've not had any conversations with the 
Secretary or anyone about that? 

A I will tell you one thing for certain, Ms. iackson, she does 
not have these conversations with me. 

Ms . iackson . That's it. I think that might be all my questions, 
and I will turn it over to the minority staff. 

Ms. Abedin . Thank you. 

Ms. Sawyer. Go off the record just for a second while we shift. 
[Recess. ] 
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BY MS. SAWYER: 

Q We ' 11 go back on the record . It's 4:20. And thank you for 
your incredible patience with us today and all the answers to our many 
questions . 

You know, during the last round, and I just need to take just a 
moment, you know, I had voiced a concern, an objection to the line of 
questioning that you were being asked. You probably recall from very 
early in the day, there was a preamble that indicated that we were not 
deemed to be able to object. We've been very judicious in our 
objections, not only in this interview, but certainly in other 
interviews . 

You know, nonetheless, with regard to this and to make sure that 
the record is perfectly clear, and particularly in light of public 
statements, and I'm just going to, in the record, read the letter sent 
to the ranking member on October 8th, it's dated October 7th, we 
received it the 8th, that says, quote -- from Chairman Gowdy, quote, 
"And because your staff has participated fully in each transcribed 
interview and deposition, you know we have done exactly that." The 
"exactly that" is run the committee in a fair and bipartisan manner 
and followed the facts wherever they may lead. "Not once in any of 
these conversations have you ever questioned the motivations of the 
committee's work or questioned our mission to uncover the facts 
surrounding the Benghazi terrorist attacks." 
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So I just need to make clean for the necondj we lodged an 
objectionj certainly during the course of the questioning. We 
understand fully and appreciate your desire to answer every single 
question put before you. Thank you for that. That does not mean that 
by being in the room^ being here that we agree that that is within the 
legitimate scope of this committee's jurisdiction. I feel like the 
questions that you were asked during almost the entirety the last round 
fell outside the scope of our legitimate jurisdiction. We do thank 
you for answering them. We understand the desire to be able to say 
you've answered every question that Congress has put to you, so thank 
you for that. And I'll now just proceed to some -- 

A Thank you. Thank you so much. 

Q I'll just proceed to just mostly following up on some of 

the conversation you've already had today. 

A Okay. 

Q And I'll try to be efficient. We certainly, again, want 
to be respectful of your time. 

So during the last hour, there was some conversation about certain 
outages that might have occurred on the email that the Secretary was 
using during her time as Secretary of State, the personal email account. 
You know, just taking a step back for a second, would you characterize 
yourself as someone who is kind of tech savvy, technology 
knowledgeable, or not? 

A I would say very definitively not. 

Q So overall and generally, and not getting into the technical 
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details, did you feel that youn ability to just communicate in terms 
of the reliability was reasonably good on the account that the Secretary 
was using on her personal email account? 

A From -- you know, from my memory, it was --it was fairly 
reliable. There --it was -- you know, there were instances where it 
wasn't working for a period; there was a delay by a couple of hours 
or something. I'm not saying there was never any technical issues at 
all in the 4 years, but it felt like we had just as many, if not many 
more instances, with State.gov going down for a period. So it wasn't 
exclusive to one email or another. 

Q Right. I mean, I recall you talking a little bit about a 
particular problem and difficulty you had had with a fax machine -- 

A Yes . 

Q -- and that -- 

A Yes . 

Q -- seemed to me that that was a State Department fax setup, 
because it sounded like it was the secure fax. 

A That's correct. 

Q It's not that the State system would have been perfect 
either. Is that fair to say? 

A That is fair to say, in my opinion, yes. 

Q And in either case, if you encountered a problem, you were 
not going to be the technology person to solve the problem. Is that 
fair? 

A That's fair. 
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Q So you were also asked about a panticulan potential outage 
of a server or of the account during Hurricane Sandy, and you said you 
didn't -- I'm not sure -- I'm not sure if you said you didn't recall 
if it happened or if you think it didn't happen, but is it possible 
that there was an outage that you would not recall, either during that 
instance or at some other time? 

A It is possible. I was not aware until Ms. lackson 
mentioned what had happened in October of 2012. That was not top of 
mind to me. I -- in my recollection, actually had been a summer and 
I thought it was a year earlier . I wasn ' t aware of that one, or I didn ' t 
remember that one. 

Q When you say a summer or a year earlier, are you referring 
to Hurricane Sandy or a problem with the server? 

A Well, this was Hurricane Sandy, so there was an August, 
either the year before or 2 years prior that -- and I -- it must have 
been 2000 -- let me think about this for a second. So it would have 
been 2011, by my recollection. The only instance that I remember that 
we had an issue with Clinton email going down, I had thought was in 
2011, in August 2011, for a period. I certainly didn't remember this, 
and maybe -- 

Q And either way. Hurricane Sandy, I had to ask my colleague, 
was fall of 2012. So that one itself was 3 years ago. 

A Yeah. 

Q And then the other one, to the extent you had a recollection. 


would have been more than 4 
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A Yes . 

Q -- years ago? 

A Yes. 

Q So understandablyj to the extent that you have done your 

best throughout the day to recall specifics of 3, or potentially longer 
agOj certainly you have done your best to answer our questions to the 
best of your knowledge j I assume. 

A As best as I can -- as best as I can rememberj and as I saidj 
it's just -- it's very -- it's very fuzzy^ and I'm not sure that it 
was her BlackBerry that wasn't working or her Clinton email. I can't 
even pinpoint it to that if it was a period in August her BlackBerry 
wasn't working or that Clinton email wasn't workings if that makes 
sense . 

Q Nowj shifting gears a little bit, there was some discussion 
about the process for the Accountability Review Board. 

A Yes . 

Q lust to be clear, you weren't, in any formal way, 
responsible for helping coordinate any kind of interaction with the 
Accountability Review Board, were you? 

A No, ma'am. 

Q So to the extent there was a process for both seeking 
documents broadly throughout the State Department and obtaining those 
documents, you would not have been involved in that process? 

A No, ma'am. 

Q lust briefly returning to exhibit 5, which was a document 
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that -- it's probably in youn stack. Give me a moment . You spoke with 
my colleague about that document. It's titled, "Information Memo for 
the Secretary." Do you -- I have heard the term "information memo" 
and also the term "action memo" used. I think you mentioned very 
briefly, not in relation to anything substantive, but the word "action 
memo" came up earlier in the day. 

A Yes . 

Q Can you explain for us what the difference would be between 
an information memo and an action memo? 

A From my recollection, the action memos actually required 
a response from the Secretary or whoever that particular memo was 
directed to, and there was usually a cover sheet that said action memo 
for, you know, Huma Abedin, and then it would have a summary of what 
the request was. In my case, it was very often -- almost always it 
was signing off on an event or a request for a phone call, whatever 
it was, and then there was a line that said "approve" and there was 
a line that said "disapprove." 

For the Secretary, I know there were definitely memos I saw that 
were of a -- you know, a different level. She wasn't getting action 
memos that related to, you know, scheduling events, but it was a 
decision that a department needed, and would say "approve," 
"disapprove. " 

That's how I experienced action memos, it required a response from 
whoever received it. 

Information memos, you know, like the one I have in front of me 
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often was to give an update about something happening from whoever the 
emailj in this case^ the acting Assistant Secretary. 

Q And so an information memo would not, in the same way that 
an action memo would, require a response or action from the Secretary. 
Is that fair, one fair distinction? 

A Yes . 

Q And certainly, the way you describe an action memo, if one 

were seeking to get a response or action taken by the Secretary herself, 
an action memo would certainly be one formal mechanism for doing that 
and ensuring that happened. Is that fair? 

A Yes, ma'am. 

Q So you were asked a few questions about Sidney Blumenthal. 

Did -- in the course of -- did Mr. Blumenthal ever email you directly? 

A Yes, yes. He had in the past; not recently, but certainly 
in years prior to being at the State Department, he certainly did, yes. 

Q Did he email you at all while you were at the State 
Department, to the best of your recollection? 

A I don't -- I don't recall, once we were at State, him 
emailing me, but I think that's mostly because he was -- he had the 
ability to email the Secretary directly. Whenever he emailed me in 
the past, it was to pass a message to the Secretary. 

Q Did the Secretary ever talk to you about the emails that 
she was receiving from Mr. Blumenthal? 

A No. 

Q Did she ever indicate to you that she was asking him to send 
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hen information in particular? 

A NOj not that I recall. 

Q Did she ever ask you to take any action on Mr. Blumenthal's 
behalf? 

A I've--I'm-- 

Q And by asking thatj I'm not -- like^ if she saidj can you 
get Sid on the phone j I'm not talking about that. I mean, more, did 
she ask you to reach out to anyone on his behalf and make a connection 
for him? Did she ask you to schedule a meeting for him that was not 
with her, that was with anyone within the State Department or anyone 
outside the State Department? 

A She did not. 

Q Is there anything inherently wrong or inappropriate with 

someone who is not inside the State Department sending the Secretary 
or any other Department official information? 

A In my opinion, not. And it was, you know, as I think has 
been now publicly disclosed in the Secretary's email, she had -- he 
wasn't the only person outside the State Department who was emailing 
her. 

Q Well, one person that I saw who did email her, at least 
sometimes, was Anne-Marie Slaughter. 

A Yes . 

Q Do you know Anne-Marie Slaughter? 

A Yes, I do. 

Q Did your -- can you just briefly explain kind of who she 
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is? 

A Yes. She and I actually started at the State Department 
at the same time. She was our director of policy planning for the 
first -- I believe she was there for the first 2 years, maybe 2-1/2, 
before lake Sullivan replaced her, and so I saw her on a -- on a daily 
basis. The policy planning director was very present in all of our 
senior staff meetings. 

Q Would there have been -- did she also sometimes email you 
as well as the Secretary, or -- 

A She did. In fact, I -- as I recall, she cc 'd me fairly often 
when she emailed the Secretary. 

Q And was there anything inappropriate when she would email 
the Secretary about her emailing the Secretary? 

A Certainly I didn't experience that. That wasn't my 
experience either when she was at State or after she left State, but 
I know she continued to email her after she left. 

Q Did you have any sense, either from being included on 
threads or talking or emailing with Ms. Slaughter yourself as to what 
her purpose was in sending emails and information to the Secretary? 

A You know, from the way I experienced it, it was just sending 
information, thoughts, ideas. I'm -- you know, suspect Ms. Slaughter 
knew the Secretary welcomed information, and so she thought it would 
be helpful. 

Q Did you ever get the sense, or do you have any reason to 


believe that the Secretary was relying heavily on Ms. Slaughter's 
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opinion above and beyond anyone else's when she was making particular 
policy decisions? 

A I have no specific reason to believe that. 

Q Would you have --do you have any evidence or reason to 

believe that the Secretary was relying heavily on Mr. Blumenthal's 
information or advice that he might send her? 

A No, ma'am, I don't. I had no reason to believe that. 

Q So I wanted to -- all right. In the same letter that I 

referenced moments ago when I was making clear for the record our 
concerns about some of the questions you had been asked, in that same 
letter. Chairman Gowdy states the following, quote, "The fact that 
former Secretary Clinton relied so heavily on an individual for the 
Libyan intervention, her quintessential foreign policy initiative, 
whom the White House explicitly prohibited from working at the State 
Department is mind-boggling," end quote. The individual he is 
referring to in that letter is Mr. Blumenthal. 

So just as a starting place, is it, from your perspective, 
accurate to claim that it was a fact that the Secretary relied heavily 
on Mr. Blumenthal for the Libyan intervention? 

A Not from my perspective, no, ma'am. 

Q And that he relied --we talked I think at great length in 
several of the prior rounds about the number of people and the number 
of meetings and the extensive travel meeting with people outside the 
United States that the Secretary undertook with regard particularly 
to Libya, I assume for other policy decisions as well. Do you have 
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any reason to believe that she relied on him as a substitutOj or to 
the exclusion of all those other people she was meeting and talking 
with? 

A You know, Ms. Sawyer, I will just tell you, from my 
perspective, what I saw, which is that she was physically very present 
and engaged in meetings, both in the interagency process, both at State, 
the interagency process, and abroad with her foreign counterparts on 
all matters related to Libya. She received so much paper on a regular 
basis that she consumed and returned both on the high side and the low 
side, and I know that related to documents, you know, related to Libya. 

In the time, honestly what Sid sent seemed to be, and I was not 
on all those emails, it seemed to me, as one other person on the outside, 
who was sending her updates. He certainly wasn't -- or suggestions 
or ideas, or whatever was in the content of those emails. It didn't 
appear to me that he was the only person doing that, and I certainly 
didn't witness the Secretary in the time asking -- she certainly did 
not ask me to act on anything that Sid had sent. Obviously, I have 
learned since then that she had shared with other people in the 
Department some parts of emails that he had sent. 

Q In that same letter, there's the kind of further allegation 
that the reason that Mr. Blumenthal was sending information with 
particular regard to Libya and, quote, "pushing Secretary Clinton to 
war in Libya," end quote, was because Mr. Blumenthal stood to benefit 
personally from contracts with, quote, "a government that would exist 
only after a successful U.S. intervention in Libya that deposed 
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Qadhafij" end quote. 

Did you see any evidence whatsoever that the Secretary took action 
on Mr. Blumenthal ' s behalf in order to try to further -- and not taking 
as a given the validity of the allegation about a business interest, 
but to further business interests in Libya? 

A So I'm not comfortable speaking on behalf of the Secretary, 
but from what I know about her, she would absolutely not do that. 

Q lust one final question on this. You know. Chairman Gowdy 
has publicly said and publicly said after Mr. Blumenthal 's deposition, 
he raised the question and he stated it as, quote, "You have an 
intelligence apparatus at your disposal. We have a CIA. Why would 
you not rely on your own vetted sourced intelligence agency?" End 
quote. The "you" there is the Secretary, in this instance. Secretary 
Clinton . 

Do you have any evidence or reason to believe that Secretary 
Clinton did not actually rely on her vetted sourced intelligence that 
was available to her? 

A I have no reason to believe that. As somebody who was 
familiar with her schedule and saw how much time she spent in meetings 
at the White House and in high-level meetings at the State Department 
and on these, you know, confidential phone calls, I have no reason not 
to believe that. 

Q You likely have seen reported in the news the issue -- one 
issue that has come up is this, something I was not familiar with, which 
is in the FOIA process, the potential retroactive upgrading of 
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information in documents on emails to being classified that was not 
previously handled or marked as classified. I just wanted to ask you 
a couple of questions about that. 

While you were at the State Departmentj and regardless of what 
system you were using or whose email you were sending it tOj to the 
best of your knowledge^ did you ever send on an unclassified network 
materials that were clearly marked as classified? 

A I did not do that. 

Q Now, some time -- you know, through the course of the day, 
you've explained that you would often forward on to the Secretary 
information other people had asked you to forward, sometimes things 
that you were collecting and tasked with forwarding, and that at times, 
you did not read in depth the substance of what you were sending on. 
Is that kind of a fair characterization of your role for the Secretary? 

A Yes, ma'am. 

Q So in those instances, would you be relying --if you were 
certainly forwarding on something to someone else, would you be relying 
on the sender to have determined and to have marked something as 
classified if it was, indeed, classified? 

A Yes. I always -- I did. I relied on them. 

Q And to have used the classified system, if indeed it was 
classified, material that they had deemed and judged at the time to 
be classified? 

A I didn't have the capability to forward those messages to 
her, so that -- I'm sorry. Maybe I didn't understand your question. 
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I'm sorny. 

Q Wellj that -- that is helpful^ because I may not -- so to 
the extent someone did need on want to send the Secretary something 
that was clearly marked^ designated at the time classified, that would 
not have come to you. Is that accurate? 

A It -- it could have come to me on the classified on the high 
side, but I would have had no way to forward that to the Secretary, 
because you couldn't forward on the high side to an unclassified email 
account . 

Q And so to the extent someone sent something to you to be 
forwarded on the low side -- 

A Yes . 

Q -- obviously it seems unlikely that they would have then 
sent it if it was clearly marked classified. Is that just a fair -- 

A That's a -- 

Q -- presumption? 

A Yes, that's fair. 

Q And you did say you were relying on the sender -- 

A Yes . 

Q --to make the determination. And presumably, sometimes 

those senders were people who did have classification authority, and 
certainly, also people who had a fair amount of experience within the 
State Department handling information that obviously must have dealt 
with communications with foreign officials and other type of 
information that the State Department routinely deals with. Is that 
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fain? 

A Yes, that is. I mean, it was one of the things that we were 
really struck by when we joined the State Department, is that, you know, 
it was a group of, you know, very dedicated professionals to ensuring 
that sensitive information was treated and handled properly, which is 
why I think, number one, we had so many people, but also that there 
was a very clear line of authority about who was able to give her that 
paper, and that it was returned to them and that they were responsible 
for every document that went into her and that came out that was -- that 
was on the high side. 

So going back to your question about what I would have been emailed 
on the high side, just to -- anybody in the Department would know that 
if they were trying to communicate something on the high side to the 
Secretary, it was likely being done on paper and going up through 
the -- you know, the protocol channels of how she got paper on a regular 
basis, not by email. 

Q And you've certainly explained some of the process. Based 
on your experience, interactions with her and the way she was handling 
both receiving the information by paper and how she used her email, 
did you feel that the Secretary herself took seriously her obligation 
to safeguard classified information, information that was clearly 
deemed, marked, and designated as classified when in her possession 
or when she received it? 

A From what I viewed of her practices, yes. 

Q During -- when you were explaining to us a little bit of 
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youn own email practices and usage^ you had indicated that you used 
the account that the State Department had provided for you when you 
were there. 

A Yes . 

Q And you said thatj I think in just explaining to us, you 
said, you know, I do try always to do the right thing. And I just wanted 
to explore that with you a little bit, because I think that some could 
read that as you having then said that you believed that at the time 
she did it and made the decisions, that the Secretary wasn't trying 
to do the right thing, and I just wanted to get a sense as to whether 
or not that's what you were trying to convey. 

A Oh, no. I mean, not at all. I was only speaking on -- I 
was only speaking on my own behalf in terms of my own practices. I 
think, you know, she has said it, you know, I will repeat it again, 
I know other members of our senior team probably feel the same way, 
we all regret that we didn't --we weren't more conscious about her 
email practices or the device or the account that she used when she 
joined the State Department. It just wasn't anything that we gave much 
thought to. She has publicly said she did it as a matter of 
convenience. In hindsight, none of us would have made the same choice, 
but it was -- you know, it was a mistake, she's clearly said it. And 
I -- I wasn't comparing that to my own -- my own email practices. 

Q And certainly, you were not conveying your belief that what 
she did was in any way against the law or unlawful to have used personal 
email for work-related purposes? 
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A When we were at the State Department j it was not out of the 
ordinary for people to be using their Gmail accounts. I certainly 
understood that I was allowed to use personal email. I was not aware 
of any rules that I was not allowed to. In factj I recall times when 
the State.gov email was not working and we would get emails saying you 
need to use your -- you know, your personal email for this period of 
time. But for my own work and -- you know, I'm not sure I have actually 
mentioned this to you or Ms. lackson. When we traveled, which was a 
large percentage of the time, I really --my primary device for work 
was my State Department BlackBerry. I emailed on that, I did my calls 
on that, I was on the go constantly, and so I did the vast majority 
of my work on State.gov, but I certainly did not understand that I 
couldn't use Clinton email, and people were absolutely emailing me at 
that address. 

Q And so to the extent that the Department might prefer or 
encourage or ask employees to use the State.gov account when feasible, 
when possible, and understanding there might be times when that just 
wasn't -- 

A Right. 

Q --it certainly was not something that you were ever told 
was completely prohibited and not allowed? 

A That is correct. 

Q You know, I think -- you know, the other thing that I think 
your counselor mentioned at the outset about both the events in 
Benghazi, which I think you've indicated is somewhat true also about 
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how you were communicating with the Secretary over the time^ the emails, 
et cetera, in terms of figuring out exactly when you knew, what you 
knew, contemporaneous versus what you've read in the press, you know, 
I just want to give you the opportunity in the same way that I did to 
have you assure us that, to the extent we have asked you to search your 
memory without the benefit potentially of documents before you that 
might refresh your recollection, to the extent you've received 
something 3 years ago or 2 years ago or 1 year ago, from me a week ago, 
that you might not recall, that you have certainly done your best to 
be as accurate as you can with regard to your answers? 

A Yes, ma'am. I have done the best I can to the best of my 
recollection to answer your questions, particularly as it relates to 
that period of time at the State Department. 

Q Great. I'm going to shift gears a little bit. 

A Okay. 

Q I'm going to ask you some questions that -- you know, we're 
now at least the eighth congressional investigation since the attacks. 
You know, I think all members of the committee want to ensure that this 
is the last investigation into the Benghazi attacks. And we, 
therefore, are asking every witness a series of allegations that have 
been made publicly since the attacks. 

We have called before the committee a number of witnesses who have 
firsthand information about some aspects of what happened in Benghazi, 
so not all of these questions will fall within your purview. We are 
asking everyone in part, because we want to make sure that we have left 
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no stone unturned. We're also asking about these allegations because 
we have asked for them to be put to rest and taken off the table. We 
have talked with our majority colleagues. They have still indicated 
they're investigating all of them and that none of them are off the 
table . 

So I will ask you a series of questions. To the extent you have 
firsthand information, we'll explore that. So I'll just proceed. I 
just ask you to bear with me a little bit. I don't want to read too 
quickly for the court reporter, and I - - there's about a dozen of these 
or so. 

A Okay. 

Q It has been alleged that Secretary of State Clinton 

intentionally blocked military action on the night of the attacks. One 
Congressman has speculated that, quote, "Secretary Clinton told Leon 
Panetta to stand down, and this resulted in the Defense Department not 
sending more assets to help in Benghazi." 

Do you have any evidence that Secretary of State Clinton ordered 
Secretary of Defense Panetta to stand down on the night of the attacks? 

A No, ma'am. 

Q Do you have any evidence that Secretary of State Clinton 
issued any kind of order to Secretary of Defense Panetta on the night 
of the attacks? 

A Can you ask that question again? I'm sorry. 

Q Do you have any evidence that Secretary of State Clinton 
issued any kind of order to Secretary of Defense Panetta on the night 
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of the attacks? 

A Not that I'm awane. 

Q It has been alleged that Secnetany Clinton personally 
signed an April 2012 cable denying security to Libya. The Washington 
Post fact-checker evaluated this claim and gave it four PinocchioSj 
its highest award for false claims. 

Do you have any evidence that Secretary Clinton personally signed 
an April 2012 cable denying security resources to Libya? 

A NOj ma'am. 

Q Do you have any evidence that Secretary Clinton was 
personally involved in providing specific instruction on day-to-day 
security resources in Benghazi? 

A No, ma'am. 

Q It has been alleged that Secretary Clinton misrepresented 
or fabricated intelligence on the risks posed by Qadhafi to his own 
people in order to garner support for military operations in Libya in 
spring 2011. 

Do you have any evidence that Secretary Clinton misrepresented 
or fabricated intelligence on the risks posed by Qadhafi to his own 
people in order to garner support for military operations in Libya in 
spring of 2011? 

A No, I do not. 

Q It has been alleged that the U.S. Mission in Benghazi 
included transferring weapons to Syrian rebels or to other countries. 
A bipartisan report issued by the House Permanent Select Committee on 
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Intelligence found thatj quote^ "The CIA was not collecting and 
shipping arms from Libya to Syria^ " end quote^ and they found no support 
for this allegation. 

Do you have any evidence to contradict the House Intelligence 
Committee's bipartisan report finding that the CIA was not shipping 
arms from Libya to Syria? 

A No. 

Q Do you have any evidence that the U.S. facilities in 

Benghazi were being used to facilitate weapons transfers from Libya 
to Syria or to any other foreign country? 

A No. 

Q A team of CIA security personnel was temporarily delayed 

from departing the annex to assist the Special Mission Compound^ and 
there have been a number of allegations about the cause of and 
appropriateness of that delay. The House Intelligence Committee 
issued a bipartisan report concluding that the team was not ordered 
to, quote, "stand down," but that instead, there were tactical 
disagreements on the ground over how quickly to depart. 

Do you have any evidence that would contradict the House 
Intelligence Committee's finding that there was no stand-down order 
to CIA personnel? 

A I do not. 

Q Putting aside whether you personally agree with the 
decision to delay temporarily or think it was the right decision, do 
you have any evidence that there was a bad or improper reason behind 
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the temponany delay of the CIA's security personnel who departed the 
annex to assist the Special Mission Compound? 

A No. 

Q A concern has been raised by one individual that in the 
course of producing documents to the Accountability Review Boards 
damaging documents may have been removed or scrubbed out of that 
production. 

Do you have any evidence that anyone at the State Department 
removed or scrubbed damaging documents from the materials that were 
provided to the Accountability Review Board? 

A Absolutely not. 

Q Do you have any evidence that anyone at the State Department 

directed anyone else at the State Department to remove or scrub damaging 
documents from the materials that were provided to the Accountability 
Review Board? 

A No. 

Q Let me ask these questions also for documents that were 

provided to Congress. 

A Okay. 

Q Do you have any evidence that anyone at the State Department 
removed or scrubbed damaging documents from the materials that were 
provided to Congress? 

A NOj I do not. 

Q It has been alleged that CIA Deputy Director Michael Morell 

altered unclassified talking points about the Benghazi attacks for 
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political reasons, and that he then misnepnesented his actions when 
he told Congress that the CIA, quote, "faithfully performed our duties 
in accordance with the highest standards of objectivity and 
non-partisanship. " 

Do you have any evidence that CIA Deputy Director Mike Morell gave 
false or intentionally misleading testimony to Congress about the 
Benghazi talking points? 

A No, I do not. 

Q Do you have any evidence that CIA Deputy Director Morell 
altered the talking points provided to Congress for political reasons? 

A No, I do not. 

Q It has been alleged that Ambassador Susan Rice made a, 
quote, "intentional misrepresentation," end quote, when she spoke on 
the Sunday talk shows about the Benghazi attacks. 

Do you have any evidence that Ambassador Rice intentionally 
misrepresented the facts about the Benghazi attacks on the Sunday talk 
shows? 

A No, I do not. 

Q It has been alleged that the President of the United States 
was, quote, "virtually AWOL as Commander in Chief," end quote, on the 
night of the attacks and that he was missing in action. 

Do you have any evidence to support the allegation that the 
President was virtually AWOL as Commander in Chief or missing in action 
on the night of the attacks? 

A No. 
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Q It has been alleged that a team of four militany personnel 
at Embassy Tripoli on the night of the attacks who were considering 
flying on the second plane to Benghazi were ordered by their superiors, 
to, quote, "stand down," meaning to cease all operations. Military 
officials have stated that those four individuals were instead ordered, 
quote, to remain in place in Tripoli to provide security and medical 
assistance in their current location. A Republican staff report 
issued by the House Armed Services Committee found that, quote, "there 
was no stand-down order issued to U.S. military personnel in Tripoli 
who sought to join the fight in Benghazi," end quote. 

Do you have any evidence to contradict the conclusion of the House 
Armed Services Committee that there was no stand-down order issued to 
U.S. personnel in Tripoli who sought to join the fight in Benghazi? 

A No, I do not. 

Q It has been alleged that the military failed to deploy 
assets on the night of the attack that would have saved lives. Former 
Republican Congressman Howard "Buck" McKeon, the former chair of the 
House Armed Services Committee, conducted a review of the attacks, 
after which he stated, quote, "Given where the troops were, how quickly 
the thing all happened and how quickly it dissipated, we probably 
couldn't have done more than we did," end quote. 

Do you have any evidence to contradict Congressman McKeon 's 
conclusion? 

A No. 

Q Do you have any evidence that the Pentagon had military 
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assets available to them on the night of the attacks that could have 
saved lives but that the Pentagon leadership intentionally decided not 
to deploy? 

A NOj I do not. 

Q I think that concludes oun questioning. Again^ we do 
appreciate your appearance here today^ your willingness to answer all 
the questions. 

I also want to make perfectly clear, I think you had mentioned 
at the outset your years of public service, I know that certainly I 
think all of the Members truly appreciate that service in the name of 
our country, and we thank you for that as well. 

A Thank you, Ms. Sawyer. 

Can I just say one -- is there -- is it possible for me to say 
one quick thing to both of you -- to both of you before this ends? Is 
that okay? 

Ms. lackson. Uh-huh. 

Ms . Sawyer. Yes . 

Ms. Abedin . I -- you know, I have worked for Secretary Clinton 
for a long time, it's almost 20 years, and I -- I recognize that I was 
asked a lot of questions about her today, about her practices and her 
intentions and the work that she did. And as somebody who knows her 
really well, the one thing I do feel really compelled to say is I really 
do have a tremendous amount of respect, not just for her personally, 
but professionally, for the -- for her work ethic, for the work that 
she's done on behalf of this country, and with how proudly she served 
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at the State Department and -- and really wanted to advance the 
interests of this country in her capacity as Secretary of State. And 
I was really proud to work for her and with all the other^ you knowj 
foreign service officers and diplomats at the State Department. 

And I really hope I was able to provide some assistance to you 
today. And -- and thank you for -- thank you for taking the time that 
you took with me today. Appreciate that. 

Ms. Sawyer. You're welcome. We're off the record. 

[Whereupon^ at 5:01 p.m.j the interview was concluded.] 
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EXAMINATION 

BY MS. lACKSON: 

Q This is going to be the final session that we have. We have 
moved to a classified setting. Everyone in this room is cleared up 
to the TS level. And we just have a few questions for you that we 
started earlier with regard to exhibit 7 that is now before you. 

Andj agaiOj exhibit 7 bears document number 45765^ it is an email 
from you to Secretary Clinton in October of 2012, and about half to 
two-thirds of the way down there, there's a sentence that says, "had 
a long visit with one" -- oops. I wrote something. Could you just 
read that sentence to us, had a long -- that starts with, had a long 
visit? 

a long with . 

Q Okay. And then I think you followed by saying, will 
download in person? 

A Yes . 

Okay. Was -- you a f riend 



A Yes, ma'am. 

Q Okay. 



A Yes . 

Okay. ? 


Q Yeah. 
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A Oh, I don't know. 



A I have to answer that -- 
Ms. Dunn . Well, I -- 
Ms. Abedin . Yes. 

Ms. Dunn . I think -- if we could go off the record for a second. 
Ms. lackson. Sure. 

[Discussion off the record.] 

BY MS. JACKSON: 



A Yes. That's my understanding. 

Q Okay. To your knowledge, has this friend been interviewed 


by any congressional committee? 
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A Not that I'm awane. 

Q Was this friend of youns interviewed by the ARB? 

A Not that I'm aware. 

Ms. lackson. I think that's all the questions I would have 
regarding this issue. 

EXAMINATION 

BY MS. SAWYER: 

Q lust a couple of questions. 

A Yes . 

Q In the context of this exhibit, and this is exhibit -- 

Ms . lackson. 7 . 

BY MS. SAWYER: 

Q -- 7, it seems like the conversation you're talking about 
is with regard to the Secretary potentially connecting with one of the 
surviving DS agents who was injured. Is that fair? 

Q And was -- when you said you had a long visit with your 
friend, will download in person, what -- was the information that you 
were sharing 

and as I -- we had discussed in the unclassified setting, 
there had been conversations about having -- the Secretary wanted to 
call We had been told by Assistant Secretary Boswell that 
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he wasn't well enough to take a phone call. 



Q Okay. Thank you. 

A I'm sonny. I'm doing this again. I'm sonny. 


Q You know, one of the things that's tnue in a tnanscnibed 
intenview setting is that obviously emotion does not neflect on the 
necond. And we undenstand and appneciate that some of the things 
you've talked about today hit -- come veny close to home, and we 
appneciate youn -- as with youn willingness to answen all of oun 
questions, youn willingness to even answen the ones that ane not easy, 
pensonally not easy. So, again, we appneciate that. 

I have nothing funthen. And, you know, with that, we thank you 
fon youn time today and hope that you have a wondenful weekend. 

A Thank you. 

Ms. lackson . The only thing that I would add just to clanify the 
necond is that we will handle this pontion of the tnanscnipt at the 
TS level pending neview fon classification mattens. 

And fon that, again, we join in thanking you fon today. You've 
been veny patient with us, you've been veny gnacious in -- 
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Ms. Abedin . Thank you. 

Ms. lackson. -- answering our questions j and we appreciate your 
being here today, so we echo. Have a good weekend. Put us out of mind. 

Ms. Abedin. Thank you. And I appreciate all of your patience 
with me today. Thank you. 

[Whereupon, at 5:15 p.m., the interview was concluded.] 
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EXHIBIT 1 

STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE. 

REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER. 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 


Subject: 


^^^^^^■</0=SBUSTATE/OU=NCC 
AG/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=ABBASZADEHN> 
Tuesday, October 23, 2012 10:20 PM 


Reines, Philippe I <reinesp@state.gov>; Mills, Cheryl D <MillsCD@state.gov>; 
Sullivan, Jacob J <SullivanJJ@state.gov>; Coordination 
<Coordination@state.gov> 

Fw: Update 8: Second Evacuee Flight Is Wheels-Down In Tripoli (SBU) 


From: OpsAlert@state.gov [mailto:OpsAlert@state.gov] 

SentMWednesday^eptember 12, 2012 05:43 AM 

To: SES_DutyDeputies; S_SpecialAssistants; D(B); D(N); P; Ops_Targeted_Alerts_R_DL; PA FO 

Group; Operations Ce nter; 


#whsn^^^^^^|<#whsri| 

Benghazi Update; Ops_Targeted_ Alerts_CA_DL; C; Ops_Targeted_A lerts_CSO_DL; CT_FrontOffice; D(B)/MET; 
MDGMR Front Office; DRL-FO-DL; M_SeniorStafF; 

Ops_Targeted_Alerts_INL_DL; INR-STAFFER; INR-Watch; Legal-Ops-Alert-DL; M_Staff; 
Ops_Targeted_Alerts_NEA_DL; OBO-Speda^istant^^^lert^^J^EMEP-DL; A Front Office 
Cc: Ops_Targeted_Alerts_DS_DL; 

Subject: Update 8: Second Evacuee Flight Is Wheels-Down In Tripoli (SBU) 


(SBU) Embassy Tripoli reports the second group of evacuees arrived in Tripoli from Benghazi. No 
COM personnel remain in Benghazi. 


From: OpsAlert@state.gov 

Seut: Wednesday, September 12, 2012 4:04 AM 

To: ^^^^B§state.gov; SES_DutyDeputies@State.gov; S_SpecialAssistants@state.gov; D- 
B@State.gov; D-N@State.gov; Poffice@State.gov; Ops_Targeted_Alerts_R_DL@state.gov; 
PAFOGroup@State.gov; OperationsCenter@State.gov; Ops_Targeted_AlertsS6S-ODL@state.gov; 
SES-Line_Only@state.gov; Ops_Targeted_Alerts_DS_DL@State.gov; #whsr^^^^^^^f 

BenghaziUpdate@state.gov; Ops_Targeted_Alerts_CA_DL@state.gov; 
COffice@State.gov; Ops_Targeted_Alerts_CSO_DL@State.gov; CT FrontOffice^State.gov; 
DB_MK@stat^^^lDGHRFrontOffice@State.gov; (DN^O^Wat^^^^BDNl-ROC- 
Watchi^^BBM^^^^Hi DRL-FO-DL@State.gov; ^^^^^^^^|H_SeniorStaff@state.gov; 
Ops_Targeted_Alerts_INL_DL@state.gov; lNR-STAFFER@State.gov; lNR-Watch@State.gov; Legal- 
Ops-Alert-DL@State.gov; M_Staff@State.gov; Ops_Targeted_Alerts_NEA_DL@state.gov; OBO- 
SpecialAssistants-DL@State.gov; PM-Alerts@State.gov; NEA-SEMEP-DL@State.gov; 
Afront@State.gov 

CC: Ops_Targeted_Alerts_DS_DL@State.gov; #whsr^^^^^^^| 

Subject: Update 7: All Remaining Evacuees Departing Benghazi ERT Tripoli (SBU) 

(SBU) DS Command reports all remaining COM personnel, including the deceased, have been loaded 
into a Libyan Air Force flight in Benghazi and are en route to the airport in Tripoli. 


STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE. 

REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER. 



417 


STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE. 

REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER. 


From: OpsAlert@state.gov 

Sent: Wednesday, September 12, 2012 3:33 AM 

To: ^^^^^H@state.gov; SES_DutyDeputies@State.gov; S_SpecialAssistants@state.gov; D- 
B@State.gov; D-N@State.gov; Poffice@State.gov; Ops_Targeted_Alerts_R_DL@state.gov; 
PAFOGroup@State.gov; OperationsCenter@State.gov; Ops_Targeted_Alerts SES-ODL^tate.gov; 
SE^^n^Onlv®stot^o^Ops_T argeted_Alerts_DS_DL@State.gov; #whsr(|^|^^im 

BenghaziUpdate@state.gov; Ops_Targeted_Alerts_CA_DL@state.gov; 
COffice@State.gov; Ops_Targeted_Alerts_CSO_DL@State.gov; CT_FrontOffice®State.gov; 
DB_M^Yastat^^^4DGHRFrontOffice@State.gov; ( DNI-ROC-Watch ^^BBPNI-ROC- 
Watch^l^m^^^^^l DRL-FO-DL@State.gov;^^^^|^^^H H_SeniorStaff@state.gov; 
Ops_Targeted_Alerts_lNL_DL@state.gov; lNR-STAFFER@State.gov; lNR-Watch@State.gov; Legal- 
Ops-Alert-DL@State.gov; M_Staff@State.gov; Ops_Targeted_Alerts_NEA_DL@state.gov; OBO- 
SpecialAssistants-DL@State.gov; PM-Alerts@State.gov; NEA-SEMEP-DL@State.gov; 
Afront@State.gov 

CC: Ops_Targeted_Alerts_DS_DL@State.gov; 

Subject: Update 6: First group of evacuees is wheels-down in Tripoli (SBU) 

(SBU) Embassy Tripoli reports the first group of evacuees (Hpassengers) is wheels-down in Tripoli 
from Benghazi. The wounded are being taken to the hospital for treatment. 


From: OpsAlert@state.gov 
Sent^Wednesday, September 12, 2012 1:39 AM 

To: ^^^^J@state.gov; SES_DutyDeputies@State.gov; S_SpecialAssistants@state.gov; D- 
B@State.gov; D-N@State.gov; Poffice@State.gov; Ops_Targeted_Alerts_R_DL@state.gov; 
PAFOGroup@State.gov; OperationsCenter@State.gov; Ops_Targeted_Alerts^^E^^^L@state.gov; 
SE^Ein^6nlv@stat^ow Ops_T argeted_Alerts_D S_DL@ State .gov; #whsr(^^^^^^^f 

BenghaziUpdate@state.gov; Ops_Targeted_Alerts_CA_DL@state.gov; 
COtfice@State.gov; Ops rargeted_Alerts_CSO_DL@State.gov; CT FrontOffice@State.gov; 


DB_ME2^statejgoVj^DGH^rontOffice@State.gov; ( DNl-ROC-W atch l 


I DNl-ROC- 

I H_SeniorStaff@state.gov; 


[ DRL-FO-DL@State.gov; | 

Ops_Targeted_Alerts_rNL_DL@state.gov; INR-STAFFER@State.gov; rNR-Watch@State.gov; Legal- 
Ops-Alert-DL@State.gov; M_Staff@State.gov; Ops_Targeted_Alerts_NEA_DL@state.gov; OBO- 
SpecialAssistants-DL@State.gov; PM-Alerts@State.gov; NEA-SEMEP-DL@State.gov; 

Afront@ State, gov 

CC: Ops_Targeted_Alerts_DS_DL@State.gov; #whsr^^^^^^^_ 

Subject: Update 5: First group of evacuees is wheels-up trom Benghazi (SBU) 


(SBU) DS Command reports the first group of evacuees (^passengers) is wheels-up from Benghazi ert 
Tripoli. The remaining^levacuees are sheltering at the airport in Benghazi. 


From: OpsAlert@state.gov 

Sent: Wednesday, September 12, 2012 1:33 AM 


STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE. 

REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER. 
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STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE. 

REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER. 

To:^^^^J@state.gov; SES_DutyDeputies@State.gov; S_SpecialAssistants@state.gov; D- 
B@State.gov; D-N@State.gov; PofFice@State.gov; Ops_Targeted_Alerts_R_DL@state.gov; 
PAFOGroup@State.gov; OperationsCenter@State.gov; Ops_Targeted_AlertsSES-ODL@state.gov; 
SE^Ein^6nlv@stat^ov^ps_T argeted_Alerts_D S_DL@ State .gov; #whsrf^^^^m 
^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^|BenghaziUpdate@state.gov; Ops_Targeted_Alerts_CA_DL@state.gov; 
COffice@State.gov; Ops_Targeted_Alerts_CSO_DL@State.gov; CT_FrontOffice@State.gov; 
DB_MKYastat^^^lDGHp'rontOffice@State.gov; (DNLROC-W^i^^BB DNl-ROC- 
Watchi^MM^Mt^^^^H; DRL-FO-DL@State.gov; H_SeniorStaff@state.gov; 

Ops_Targeted_Alerts_INL_DL@state.gov; INR-STAFFER@State.gov; INR-Watch@State.gov; Legal- 
Ops-Alert-DL@State.gov; M_Staff@State.gov; Ops_Targeted_Alerts_NEA_DL@state.gov; OBO- 
SpecialAssistants-DL@State.gov; PM-Alerts@State.gov; NEA-SEMEP-DL@State.gov; 

Afront@ State, gov 

CC: Ops_Targeted_Alerts_DS_DL@State.gov; #whsr( 

Subject: Update 4: Benghazi COM Personnel ERT Airport (SBU) 

(SBU) Embassy Tripoli reports Hremaining COM personnel, including three wounded, are en route to 
the airport in Benghazi. 



From: OpsAlert@state.gov 
Sent^ffiesdw, September 11, 2012 1 1:57 PM 

To:^^^^H@state.gov; SES_DutyDeputies@State.gov; S_SpecialAssistants@state.gov; D- 
B@State.gov; D-N@State.gov; Poffice@State.gov; Ops_Targeted_Alerts_R_DL@state.gov; 
PAFOGroup@State.gov; OperationsCenter@State.gov; Ops_Targeted_Alerts^^E^^^L@state.gov; 
SE^Uin^6nlv@stat^ow Ops T argeted_Alerts_DS_DL@State.gov; #whsr^^^^^^^f 

BenghaziUpdate@state.gov; Ops_Targeted_Alerts_CA_DL@state.gov; 
COffice@State.gov; Ops_Targeted_Alerts_CSO_DL@State.gov; CT_FrontOffice(^tate.gov; 

DB M ET@state.gov; MDGHR FrontOffice@State.gov; (DNLROC-Wat^^^Bi DNI-ROC- 
Watchi^f^l^^^^^^^ DRL-FO-DL@State.gov; H_SeniorStaff@state.gov; 

Ops_Targeted_Alerts_INL_DL@state.gov; INR-STAFFER@State.gov; INR-Watch@State.gov; Legal- 
Ops-Alert-DL@State.gov; M_Staff@State.gov; Ops_Targeted_Alerts_NEA_DL@state.gov; OBO- 
SpecialAssistants-DL@State.gov; PM-Alerts@State.gov; NEA-SEMEP-DL@State.gov; 

Afront@ S tate . go V 

CC: Ops_Targeted_Alerts_DS_DL@State.gov; #whs 
Subject: Update 3: Benghazi Shelter Location Also Under Attack (SBU) 

(SBU) DS Command reports the current shelter location for COM personnel in Benghazi is under attack 
by mortar fire. There are reports of injuries to COM staff 



From: OpsAlert@state.gov 
Sent^Hiesdw, September 11, 2012 6:06 PM 

To:^^^^H@state.gov; SES_DutyDeputies@State.gov; S_SpecialAssistants@state.gov; D- 
B@sta^^o^D-N@State.gov; Poffice@State.gov; Ops_Targeted_Alerts_R_DL@state.gov; 
PAFOGroup@State.gov; OperationsCenter@State.gov; Ops_Targeted_AlertsSES-ODL@state.gov; 
SES-Line Only@state.gov; O ps T argeted_Alerts_DS_DL@State.gov; #whsrj^|^^|^| 

BenghaziUpdate@state.gov; Ops_Targeted_Alerts_CA_DL@state.gov; 


STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE. 

REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER. 
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STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE. 

REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER. 

COffice@State.gov; Ops_Targeted_Alerts_CSO_DL@State.gov; CT_FrontOffice(^tate.gov; 
DB_M^\®stat^^^DGHRFrontOffice@State.gov; ( DNI-ROC-Watch ^^^B DNI-ROC- 

DRL-FO-DL@State.gov; Fl_SeniorStaffi@state.gov; 

Ops_Targeted_Alerts_INL_DL@state.gov; lNR-STAFFER@State.gov; INR-Watch@State.gov; Legal- 
Ops-Alert-DL@State.gov; M_Staffi@State.gov; Ops_Targeted_Alerts_NEA_DL@state.gov; OBO- 
SpecialAssistants-DL@State.gov; PM-Alerts@State.gov; NEA-SEMEP-DL@State.gov; 

Afront@ S tate . go V 

CC: Ops_Targeted_Alerts_DS_DL@State.gov; #whs 
Subject: Update 2: Ansar al-Sharia Claims Responsibility for Benghazi Attack (SBU) 

(SBU) Embassy Tripoli reports the group claimed responsibility on Facebook and Twitter and has called 
for an attack on Embassy Tripoli. 



From: OpsAlert@state.gov 
Sent^ffiesd^, September 11, 2012 4:54 PM 

To: ^^^^H^state.gov; SES_DutyDeputies@State.gov; S_SpecialAssistants@state.gov; D- 
B@Stat^ovfD-N@State.gov; Poffice@State.gov; Ops_Targeted_Alerts_R_DL@state.gov; 
PAFOGroup@State.gov; OperationsCenter@State.gov; Ops_Targeted_Alerts_^E^^D^@state.gov; 
SES-Line_Only@state.gov; Ops_T argeted_Alerts_DS_DL@State.gov; #whsr^^^^^^^^ 

BenghaziUpdate@state.gov; Ops_Targeted_Alerts_CA_DL@state.gov; 
COffiice@State.gov; Ops_Targeted_Alerts_CSO_DL@State.gov; CT Fron tOffice@S tate.gov; 

DB MET@state.gov; MDGHR FrontOffice@State.gov; ( DNl-ROC-Watch i^^Ml; DNl-ROC- 
Watch^^^l^l^^^^^; DRL-FO-DL@State.gov; H_SeniorStaff@state.gov; 

Ops_Targeted_Alerts_lNL_DL@state.gov; lNR-STAFFER@State.gov; lNR-Watch@State.gov; Legal- 
Ops-Alert-DL@State.gov; M_Staff@State.gov; Ops_Targeted_Alerts_NEA_DL@state.gov; OBO- 
SpecialAssistants-DL@State.gov; PM-Alerts@State.gov; NEA-SEMEP-DL@State.gov; 

Afront@ State, gov 

CC: Ops_Targeted_Alerts_DS_DL@State.gov; #whsr( 

Subject: Update 1: U.S. Diplomatic Mission in Benghazi (SBU) 

(SBU) Embassy Tripoli reports the firing at the U.S. Diplomatic Mission in Benghazi has stopped and 
the compound has been cleared. A response team is on site attempting to locate COM personnel. 



From: OpsAlert@state.gov 
SeuLTuesd^, September 11, 2012 4:05 PM 

To: ^^^^J@state.gov; SES_DutyDeputies@State.gov; S_SpecialAssistants@state.gov; D- 
B@State.gov; D-N@State.gov; Poffice@State.gov; Ops_Targeted_Alerts_R_DL@state.gov; 
PAFOGroup@State.gov; OperationsCenter@State.gov; Ops Targeted Alerts S ES-0 DL@ state.gov; 
SE^Ein^6nly@stat^ow Ops_T argeted_Alerts_D S_DL@ State .gov; #whsrf^|^^|^( 

BenghaziUpdate@state.gov; Ops_Targeted_Alerts_CA_DL@state.gov; 
COffice@State.gov; Ops_Targeted_Alerts_CSO_DL@State.gov; CT_FrontOffice(^tate.gov; 
DB_ MET@state.gov; MDGHR FrontOffiice@State.gov; (DN^O^Watch^^JI DNl-ROC- 
Watch'^^^^^^^^^^^^l; DRL-FO-DL@State.gov;^^^|^^^^ H_SeniorStaffi@state.gov; 
Ops_Targeted_Alerts_INL_DL@state.gov; tNR-STAFFER@State.gov; lNR-Watch@State.gov; Legal- 
Ops-Alert-DL@State.gov; M_Staffi@State.gov; Ops_Targeted_Alerts_NEA_DL@state.gov; OBO- 


STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE. 

REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER. 


420 
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SpecialAssistants-DL@State.gov; PM-Alerts@State.gov; NEA-SEMEP-DL@State.gov; 
Afront@State.gov 

CC: Ops_Targeted_Alerts_DS_DL@State.gov; 

Subject: U.S. Diplomatic Mission in Benghazi Under Attack (SBU) 

(SBU) The Regional Security Officer reports the diplomatic mission is under attack. Embassy Tripoli 
reports approximately 20 armed people fired shots; explosions have been heard as well. Ambassador 
Stevens, who is currently in Benghazi, and four COM personnel are in the compound safe haven. The 
17th of February militia is providing security support. 

The Operations Center will provide updates as available. 


STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE. 

REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER. 
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EXHIBIT 2 

STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE. 

REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER. 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 

Subject 



Friday, September 14, 2012 7:29 AM 

H 

Huma Abedin; Abedin, 

Mini for Today - Friday, September 14, 2012 


8:25 am DEPART Private Residence * En route State Department 

8:35 am ARRIVE SU(e Department 

8.35 am PRESIDENTIAL DAILY BRIEFING 
8:40 am Secretary’s Office 

8:45 am DAILY SENIOR STAFF MEETING 
9;l5am Seaetary's Conference Room 

9:20 am GROUP PHOTO w/FEMALE MILITARY OFFICERS FROM AFRICA 
9:25 am Treaty Romn. 7”* Floor 

Closed Press (Official PtNtographer Only), A/S Carson will greet and escort lo the Treaty Room 

•Approx 25>30 people atlendng. consecutive FitiKli and Portuguese interpretation 

9-JO am WEEKLY MEETING w/UN AMBASSADOR SUSAN RICE 
10:00 am Secretary's Office 

10.^5 am AWARD PRESENTATION TO DEPUTY EXECUTIVE SECRETARY 
10:10am PAM OUANRUD 

Secretary’s Outer Office 
Closed Press (Official Plwtogr^ther only). Staff 

•I S people expected. YOU present the Superior Honor Aw»d to Pam 

10:15 am MEETING w/ASSIST ANT SECRETARY MIKE POSNER AND CHERYL 
10:45 am Secretary’s Outer Office 

10:45 Ml PRE BRIEF w/W'ENDY AND JAKE FOR WH MEETING 
1 1 : 1 5 am Secretary's Outer Office 

M .20 am DEPART Sute Department * En Route White House 

1 1 :2S am ARRIVE White House 

11:30 am MEETING 
|:(X>pm White House Situation Room 

1 :00 pm DEPART White House * En Route Andrews Air Force Base 
1 :30 pm ARRIVE Andrews Air Force Base 

2:1 5 pm CEREMONY FOR RETURN OF THE REMAINS OF DEPARTMENT 
2:45 pm COLLEAGUES FROM BENGHAZI, LIBYA 
Andrews Air Force Base 
Press TBD, Scenario TBD. Stiff^^^l 

3:00 pm (C)DEPART Andrews Air Force Base * En Route Sute Department 

3:30pm(l)ARRIVE Stale Dcpanmcnl 

3 JO pm OFFICE TIME 
TBD Secretary's Office 

TBD DEPART Slate Departmem *Fji Route Andrews Air Force Base 
TBD ARRIVE Andrews Air Forro Base 

TBD DEPART Andrews Air Force Base via Air Force Aircraft Tail 460204 
En route White Plains. NY 

TBD ARRIVE Westchester County Airport 
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TBD DEPART Wajcfacrtw County Airpoit * Eb route PrmiB R w id en c c 

TBO ARRIVE PrivMe Residence 

WNf 
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From; Abedin, Huma <AbedinH@state,gov> 

Sent: Friday, September 14, 2012 921 AM 

To: H 

Subject: Fw: SITUATION REPORT No. 1 09/14/1 (SBU) 


I'm giving you credit for inspiring the 'peaceful" protests. 


From: OpsAJert 

Sent: Friday, September 14, 2012 06:53 AM 
Subject: SITUATION REPORT No. 1 09/14/1 (SBU) 

SENSIT IVE BU T UNCLASSIFIED 

Executive Secretariat 

Operations Center 

SITUATION REPORT No. I 

Middle East Protests Monitoring Group MGMEPOl 

Friday, September 14, 2012 
0600 EDT 

EGYPT 

• (U) Riot police used tear gas in an attempt to disperse demonstrators. Egyptian authorities erected large 
concrete barriers to block the route to the embassy and deployed approximately 4000 security personnel to the 
area. (Ops/DS Command Center telcon, Reuters) 

• (U) Embassy Cairo reported the Muslim Brotherhood cancelled earlier calls for nationwide demonstrations 
at major mosques, but supported symbolic demonstrations at Tahrir Square. (MGMEPOI/Embassy Cairo 
telcon) 

UBYA 

(U) Air traffic in Benghazi was suspended September 1 3 due to security reasons. (AFP) 

YEMEN 

• (SBU) Embassy Sana’a repotted increased security presence but no apparent protests at the Sheraton 
hotel. (Ops/Embassy Sana ’a telcon) 

• (U) Yemeni security forces blocked streets surrounding the U.S. Embassy, where approximately 30 
protesters gathered. (Reuters) 

KUWAIT 

• (SBU) Around 400 protesters, including parliament members and prominent Sutmi Islamists, congregated 
peacefully for nearly two hours in front of the Embassy September 13. Police arrested several youth who tried 
to Jump the compounds outermost perimeter. (GMEPO I /Embassy Kuwait City e-mail) 

• (SBU) Embassy Kuwait City reported another demonstration is plarmed for 1200 EDT/1900 Kuwait City. 
The embassy and the government added extra security around the compound and received security 
reinforcements from the government. (MGMEPOI/Embassy Kuwait City telcon) 
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PAKISTAN 

• (SBU) Consulate General Lahore reported calls for nationwide protests, including large demonstrations at 
the consulate's press club. Authorities deployed riot police to the consulate and limited access to the 

road. Consulate General Lahore dismissed all employees at 0300 EDT/1200 Lahore. (MCMEPOl/Consulate 
General Lahore e-mail) 

• (SBU) Embassy Islamabad reported police are preparing to prevent demonstrators from approaching 
diplomatic enclaves and police reserves are on stand-by. Embassy Islamabad dismissed non-emergency 
personnel. (MGMEPO I/Embassy Islamabad e-mail) 

• (SBU) Consulate General Peshawar reported two protests were scheduled to take place approximately four 
kilometers from the consulate. Additional police was assigned to reinforce security. (MCMEPOI/Consulale 
General Peshawar e-mail) 

• (SBU) Consulate General Karachi reported riot police were deployed to the compound, with more on 
standby. (MGMEPOI/Consulate General Karachi e-mail) 

INDONESIA 

• (SBU) Embassy Jakarta reported a peaceful demonstration of approximately 300 people. (Embassy Jakarta 
Emergency Message) 

• (U) Over 250 riot police were put on alert ahead of the demonsUations. Indonesian leaders urged 
calm. (AP) 

MALAYSIA 

• (SBU) Police said they are prepared for demonstrations near the U.S. Embassy and mosques in various 
cities. (Embassy Kuala Lumpur Emergency Message) 

• (U) Around 30 people gathered peacefully outside the Embassy and submitted a memorandum demanding an 
apology and action from the U.S. government against the filmmakers. (The Star) 

SUDAN 

(U) Islamic scholars called for the expulsion of the U.S. and German Ambassadors and for peaceful mass 
protests at their embassies in Khartoum. (Reuters) 

INDIA 

(U) A small group of protesters gathered peacefully September 13 in Kashmir. The most senior Islamic cleric 
in Kashmir told U.S. citizens to “immediately leave” the region. (AFP) 

IRAN 

(SBU) The Swiss Embassy in Tehran will be closed in anticipation of planned 
demonstrations. (MGMEPOI/Iran desk e-mail) 

INTERNATIONAL REACTION 

• (U) Russian Foreign Minister Lavrov said the Benghazi attack confirms “the need for the joint efforts of our 
countries, as well as the global community in combating the evil of terrorism.” (Russia Today) 

• (U) The Arab I^eague condemned the Benghazi attack and called on the U.S. government to lake a serious 
position against the film producers. (MENA) 

• (SBU) The Bahamas, Colombia, Cuba, the Dominican Republic, El Salvador, Guatemala, Jamaica, Panama 
Peru, St. Kitts and Nevis, St. Vincent and the Grenadines, Trinidad and Tobago, and Venezuela have also issued 
condemnations and condolences, bringing to 26 the number of countries in the western hemisphere condemning 
the attacks in Benghazi. (MGMEPOl/Bureau of Western Hemisphere Affairs Office of Policy Planning and 
Coordination e-mail) 

• (U) Libyan Prime Minister Abu Shagour said he will work “vigorously” to improve security by boosting the 
national police force and army as well as implementing programs to collect and regulate weapons. (Reuters) 
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• (U) Yemeni President Hadi ^x>logized for the attack September 13, and ordered an expeditious and thorough 
investigation. (Embassy of Yemen ^aUment) 


Additional updates on events in LIBYA are available through our classified website 
at http://ses.state.sgov.gov 

Drafted; Approved: 

Dist: State (all bureaus^ NSS, OSD. NMCC, JCS, CIA, OSC, NCTC, DHS, DNI 

SENSITIVE BUT LfNCLASSIFIED 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subjoct: 


|>state.gov> 
Saturday, September IS, 2012 10:52 AM 


H 

Re: PDB 


A pouch with all of your call sheets and the schedule in en route to you. Here it is below as well. 

Also In the pouch are a few read items, and an action memo authorizing the War Powers resolution for Tunisia that the 
office would like you to approve today. Ops can send a courier over to pick up the action memo later today. 

12:00 UK FM Hague 

12:15 Egyptian FM Amr 

12:30 Israeli PM Netanyahu 

1:15 French FM Fabius 

1:30 Saudi FM Saud al-Faisal 

2:00 Somali Former Transitional President Sharif 

2:15 Libyan PM-elect Abu-Shakour 

2:30 Turkish FM Oavutoglu 

3:00 5omali President Mohamoud (T) 

- Moroccan King is still pending. 

- NEW CALL: King Juan Carlos of Spain called today and offered anytime today or tomorrow. His office relayed that it is a 
personal call inquiring after the status of the Embassies in the Middle East. We are working on a call sheet 


— Original Message — 

From: H [mailto:HDR22@clintonemail.comJ 
Sen t: Saturday, Septem ber 15, 2012 10:43 AM 

To:jHBi| 

5ubject: Re: PDB 

I just woke up so I missed Dan. Could he come back after I finish my calls? But I don't have the call schedule yet so I don't 
know when that would be. Do you? 

— OriginalMeBage-^^^^^^^^^^ 

From: ^^|^^^^^^^^^^^^^|@state.gov) 

5ent: 5aturday, September 15, 2012 09:35 AM 
To: H 

Cc: Huma Abedin 
5ubject: Re: PDB 

He will be ready closer to 10am. 


— O riginal Message — 

From: 

Sent: Saturday, September 15, 2012 09:17 AM 
To: 'HDR22@clintonemail.com' <HDR22@clintonemail,com> 
Cc: 'huma@clintonemail.com' <huma@clintonemail.com> 
Subject: PDB 
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Oan will be at Whitehaven with the POB at 9:30am this morning. 

He has some sensitive items that he would like to personally show you when he arrives. 
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CONFIDENTIAL 

- 2 - 

Emboldaned but Randant 

(C) The variety of the violence points to the overall lack of effective security 
institutions, particularly in the east. Local contacts blame pro-Qadhafi element 
efforts to destabilize tlie government, militia vigilante action, extremist Islamist 
groups settling scores, and criminally motivated thugs for most of the incidents. 
The distance from the already weak central security services, feelings of 
marginalization from the central government, and a history of Islamist extremism 
in some eastern towns all seem to contribute to a permissive environment where 
disparate motivations for violence have found fertile ground in which to germinate. 
The national Supreme Security Council - a post-revolutionary coalition of militia 
elements cobbled into a single force and designed to provide interim security in 
Benghazi - has bad limited success as a stabilizing force. 

(C) The government seems largely unable to gather intelligence in advance 
of attacks and central security services appear intimidated by the local militias, in 
some cases tacitly ceding their authority to them. Some actors see the weak 
response from the government and feel they can act with increasing impunity. The 
sense of lawlessness encourages spoilers, predators, and other disruptive players to 


(C) Benghazi was once palpably safer than Tripoli, but in the absence of a 
national political consensus on fundamental issues, lawlessness is increasing. 

The newly seated Genera! National Congress should address the security situation 
directly to reassert control. Despite the urgency, however, the government’s 
response is likely to continue to be hesitant and tentative, as it focuses on 
maintaining momentum and cohesion for the challenging political transition it is 
undertaking. Efforts to rebuild the national military and police forces (including 
the incorporation of some militias into the national forces) will need to proceed in 
step with efforts to create the right package of educational, vocational, and 
monetary incentives to demobilize, disarm, and reintegrate the revolutionary 
fighters into civilian life. We are working to assist the Libyans through advice on 
“disairmanrenr, Ttenrobilization, andTeintegration^d-reconstituting elements-of their 
national security forces through capacity building for counterterrorism and border 
security activities through classroom and field training. 

(C) Despite the worrisome aspects of this increase in violence, there is no 
coordinated organization behind the incidents. Ethnic, sectarian, and tribal 
differences have not been major factors in causing or exacerbating the violence; in 
fact, there is some evidence that traditional tribal structures are helping to contain 


CONFIDENTIAL 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 



</0=SBUSTATE/OU=SES/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN 
Tuesday, October 30, 2012 4:13 PM 



Abedin^iuma^AbedinH^tate.gov>; Reines, Philippe I <reinesp@state.gov>; 
state. gov> 

Mills, Cheryl D <MillsCD®stat^av>^ullivanHacob J 
<SullivanJJ@statagov>J^|^^^^^^^^^^^^|@state.gov> 

Re: HRCCall: 


I wonder if he got the VM she left for him. 
Ok will see if she can do tonight. 


From: Abedin, Huma 

Sent: Monday, 0ctober29^_2012_03;00_^ 

To: Reines, Philippe 
Cc: Mills, Cheryl D; Sulll 
Subject: Re: HRC Call: 

I was just about to email the same message. My friend visited him last week and he mentioned to hrc was 
supposed to be calling him. So esp since there is an expectation, she needs to call soon. Ideally If she can do 
from the road. Otherwise, friday would also be fine. 



From: Reines, Philippe I 
Se nt: Monday, October 29, 2012 12:26 PM 

To: 

Cc: Mills, Cheryl D; Abedin, Huma ; Sullivan, Jacob J; 

Subject: HRC Call: 

to the US 

he's now In good enough shape to take a call, so we should knock this out In the next couple of days. 

Let me know If you need me to remind her that this is something we had talked to her about several weeks 
back. 



From: Boswell, Eric J 

Sent: Thursday, October 25, 2012 09:00 PM 
To: Reines, Philippe I 
Subject: Fw:| 

Philippe, 

I think any day before 1100 would worm. I 


I likely to be there for a couple more weeks. 


From: I 

Sent: Thursday, October 25, 2012 07:37 PM 
To: Boswell, Eric J 
Cc: Bultrowicz, Scott P 
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Subject: Re: | 


Good Evening, 

■ reply is that his personal number| 
Iwhich starts at 11. 

Best, 

, VRAP Coordinator 


■would work fine. He asked that the call be before his 


From: Boswell, Eric J 

Sent: Thursday, October 25, 2012 05:51 PM 

To:| 

Subject: RE:| 


Be sure to get me his current phone number. 


From; 

Sent: Thursday, October 25, 2012 5:38 PM 

To: Boswell, Eric J 

Cc: Bultrowlcz^cot^^^ 

Subject: 


Hello, 

My apologizes, see my email failed. ^^|emalled me 

about a call today and tomorrow. I will call him again in the morning if the call is still possible. 
Best, 



VRAP Coordinator 


I asked him 


From: Boswell, Eric J 




Sei 
To: 

Cc: Bultrowic 

Subject: FW 


October 25, 2012 12:40 PM 


This would be a call from the Secretary. Is^^^in shape to receive it? And please give me 
current contact info for him. 


EB 


From; Reines, Philippe I 

Sent: Thursday, October 25, 2012 10:35 AM 

To: Boswell, Eric J; Kennedy, Patrick F 

Cc: Mills, Abedin, Huma 

Subject; Re: 

Well enough to take a call? 


Eric - how Is I 
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From; Huma Abedin <Huma@clintonemail.conn> 

Sent: Monday, October 29, 2012 3;35 PM 

To: H 


we are preparing for sandy here, parts of the dty are crazy already, there Is a crane on top of a high building on 57th 
street that they think is about to fall which is pretty crazy, everything is shut down but its been a good conference call 
day! 

I talked to Chris this morning and she Is gathering things for you based on all the the things we discussed, there is a 
possibility of 3 nice gowns and a lot of blouses and jackets, i think we should find a day in ny sometime soon so you can 
try things on. 

Had a lo nq visit with my friend who was In benghazi. will download In person but think very important for you to call^^l 
|^^^|the injured OS officer, he Is now well enough to talk, he doesnt want a visit but a check In call and asking him if 
he needs anything would be good, monica will remind you of this. 

Also heard fi^ both the bush and reagan libraries over the last few days, neither wants to host the oscar exhibit after It 
leaves little rock so I think we will focus on making that exhibit amazing and i will explain situation to cxllr. 
more later 
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Ms. Jackson. I think we have everyone in the room. And 

good evening to you. We appreciate your accommodating us in your evening 
hours and in this forum. 

How are you today? 

I'm good. Thank you. 

Ms. Jackson. Good. 


My name is Sharon Jackson. I am one of the counsels on the majority 
staff. And what we're going to do is start with just a brief overview of the process 
that we're going to follow today, do introductions of the people in the room, and 
then we'll get started with the questioning. 

Ms.^^^^ Okay. Great. 

Ms. Jackson. And it's my understanding that you've been previously 


provided with some documents. Have you had the opportunity to review those 


documents? 



I have reviewed them but not in great detail. 


I do have them 


printed out with me as well. 


Ms. Jackson. And for the stuff that you got from the majority staff, do you 


have the top sort of index of the documents? 

Ms. I do, with the 21 unclassified and then a total of 26 total. 

Ms. Jackson. Correct. Then we'll get started. 

This is a transcribed interview of conducted by the House 


Select Committee on Benghazi. This interview is being conducted voluntarily as 
part of the committee's investigation into the attacks on the U.S. diplomatic 
facilities in Benghazi, Libya, and matters related to it pursuant to House Resolution 
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567 of the 113th Congress and House Resolution 5 of the 114th Congress. 

could you give us your name for the record, please? 

Sure. My name is 

Ms. Jackson. We appreciate your appearance here today, and especially 
given the long time change and your willingness to appearand provide information 
to this committee. 

Again, my name is Sharon Jackson. I am with the committee's majority 
staff. We will go around the room. You're not going to be able to see everyone 
in the room, but we would like a record of all who is present. And we'll start with 
your counsel here today from AFSA. 

Ms. Safai. Sure. Raeka Safai from AFSA. 

Ms. Deck. Laura Deck, of the Legal Adviser, State Department. 

Mr. Snyder. Eric Snyder, State Department, SES. 

Mr. Evers. Austin Evers, State Department. 

Ms. Betz. Kim Betz with the majority staff. 

Mr. Kenny. Peter Kenny with the minority. 

Ms. Sawyer. Heather Sawyer with the minority. 

Ms. Jackson. And then outside your purview to my left is. 

Ms. Clarke. Sheria Clark with the majority. 

Ms. Barrineau. Sara Barrineau with the majority. 

Mr. Kiko. Phil Kiko with the committee. 

Ms. Jackson. Before we begin. I'd like to just review the process that we're 
going to follow today. Given the distance that you are from us and the fact that 
we're doing this by videoconference, we have agreed that each side, the majority 
and the minority, will have 90 minutes to ask you questions regarding the attacks 
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in Benghazi and matters related to that. So what we're going to do is I, on behalf 
of the majority, will ask questions for up to an hour. Then we'll switch and allow 
the minority to ask questions for up to an hour, and then each side will have an 
additional 30 minutes to ask additional questions or follow-up questions. 

Ms. Deck. Sharon, i'm sorry to interject. I just want to make it clear that 
the highest level of classification that can be discussed during this interview is 
secret. 

Ms. Jackson. And that was my next point I was going to make. We are 
doing this by secure video teleconference and that is that this session will allow for 
the discussion of classified information and as we have all agreed, that we are 
going up to the secret level. If for any reason any question that is posed to you 
makes you believe that you have to go higher than that, please just let us know, 
and we'll have to reserve that for another time and place to get an answer to that 
question. 

Many of our questions are going to be in the unclassified realm, and so to 
the best of our ability if we can highlight when we're going into classified 
information, that will help the review of the transcript down the road, but there will 
be a review of the transcript in this case. 

You have counsel from AFSA here today. If at any time throughout the 
interview you would like the opportunity to consult with your counsel, please just 
let us know. We will all depart the room and allow you the opportunity to consult 
with counsel before we continue with any answer or any question that is posed to 
you. 

As you may be able to see, we have an official reporter here that is taking 
down everything so that we can have a written record of today's events. Also, 
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given that it's a video teleconference, it's going to be important that you give verbal 
answers to everything as opposed to nods of the head, shakes of the head, and 
things like that. I'm going to ask the reporter to interrupt if for any reason she 
does not get a verbal answer. We actually have two reporters here today. They 
will be switching off during the proceedings. 

Again, because we are trying to get a written record, and given the delay 
that there is in this video teleconference, it's going to be important that we try and 
not talk at the same time as each other, but given the delay, I don't think that's 
going to be a problem. 

We are asking that you give us the best recollection of events. We do 
understand that these happened about 3 years ago. But if there are things that 
you do not remember or can't remember, please just say so, and if you could, 
inform us to the best of your ability who might be able to provide information for 
our questions. 

And then, do you understand that you are required to answer questions 
from Congress truthfully? 



Ms. Jackson. Do you understand that this also applies to questions that 
are posed to you by a congressional committee and its staff? 



Ms. Jackson. Do you understand that witnesses who knowingly provide 
false testimony could be subject to criminal prosecution for perjury or making false 
statements? 



Ms. Jackson. Is there any reason that you are unable to provide truthful 
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answers to today's questions? 



Well, that is the end of my questions for the process and the procedures 
that govern our interview today. I would ask if the minority has anything that they 
would like to add at this time. 

Ms. Sawyer. No, we don't. Thank you for making the time for us this 
evening. We really do appreciate it. And we'll try to be as efficient as we can in 
our questions. 

Ms. Jackson. By my watch, it is 8:12 D.C. time, and I will begin the first 
hour of questioning. 


EXAMINATION 


BY MS. JACKSON: 


Q Ms. how long have you been with the State Department? 

A I joined in January 2005. 

Q If we could just go back for the last 5 years, can you walk us through 
the various assignments that you've had since 2010 forward? 

A Sure. In 2010, I transferred from Embassy Caracas in Venezuela to 
Washington, D.C. Then I spent 5 years in D.C. before moving here] 

this past summer. In D.C. I spent 1 year at the Operations Center. I 
then joined the Libya desk and worked in the Office of Maghreb Affairs for 2 years. 
I then served at the National Security Council for a year and then did a year of 
language training at our Foreign Service Institute. 


Q 


Ms. 


one of the reasons that we have asked to interview you 


today is because from the review of documents that we have received it appears 
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that you had an integral role with respect to the reaction and response on the night 
of the attacks and in the days after for both the State Department and the 
interagency. And because you were there and we weren't, we need to talk to the 
people who have that firsthand knowledge. 

Can you just walk us through how you first became aware of the Benghazi 
attacks on September 1 1th, 2012, what you did, how you got information, what 
you did with that information, what you were directed to do? If you could just walk 
us through that night. 

A Sure. So in the late afternoon I was giving a briefing to a group of 
people who were heading out to Libya, and someone interrupted the briefing. 

This was in a separate building at the State Department across the street from the 
main building. Someone interrupted the building to say that there was a news 
ticker that there was some sort of attack or problem or fire -- 1 don't recollect the 
details -- at our mission in Benghazi. 

I then ran back over to my office. It was quickly clear that there was 
something very serious going on. So my deputy director and I agreed that I would 
go upstairs to the Operations Center on the seventh floor to see if I could be more 
valuable up there. So I remember running through the halls of the State 
Department to get up to the Operations Center, and I spent the rest of the evening 
there until I went home. 

In terms of what we were trying to do, we were trying to do everything we 
possibly could. We were trying to get information from everywhere we possibly 
could. We were trying to reach every resource we could think of. I was trying to 
share every information I thought with whoever I thought might be able to help us. 
And that was definitely the tone of everyone on the operations floor and also 
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everyone that 1 worked with within the State Department. 

Q Explain to us how the flow of Information occurs in the Operations 
Center. Who is in the Operations Center? Are people tasked with certain 
agencies to reach out to or collection of information from either foreign partners, 
from Libya? Just walk us through that and help us understand how that worked. 

A The Operations Center has its own system for trying to gather 
information. I wasn't trying to interfere within that. I was just trying to be 
value-added because I would have the substantive knowledge related to Libya and 
be right there on the floor with them so I could provide that really quickly. 

Separately the assistant secretary for NEA was also gathering information 
from her side. You know, we called people we thought might be able to provide 
information. We tried to reach our people in Benghazi. We were in contact with 
our people in T ripoli. And we shared it as quickly as we could. 

Q Was Assistant Secretary Jones in the Operations Center with you? 

A She was not. She was in her office. 

Q Was there other individuals from NEA in the Operations Center? 

A I don't think so. I think it was just me. But I, you know, I quickly 

would relay any information I had from my NEA world and my NEA email to the 
people on the floor. And similarly for the people within the Operations Center, if 
they had any information that I felt anyone in NEA needed, I would immediately 
transfer that. 

Q Who were the people in the Operations Center? 

A They were the people who were - who were on - the Operations 

Center is staffed 24 hours a day, so they were the people who were on shift until 
1 1 . And then they swapped out, and I was there for a little bit of the next shift. I 
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don't remember their names. I didn't know them personally. 

Q Would any of the senior leadership come to the Operations Center to 
monitor what was ongoing? 

A Senior leadership sometimes would come to the Operations Center 
as a way to thank people for the work they were doing, but it wasn't actually a 
useful thing to us to have them on the floor with us because we were set up to 
provide support for them in their offices or wherever they happened to be in fact. 

Q So in the Operations Center is there a person who is tasked to 
coordinate with the military and another person tasked to coordinate with the 
intelligence community? i'm still not understanding exactly how it works. 

A Sure. There are different roles within the -- within the -- 1 think it's 
usually five people on shift. There's the watch officer, who is first on answering 
phones and keeping a log of the phone calls coming in. There is an emergency 
action officer who would be the person who would normally reach out to the 
interagency, to reach out to DOD contacts. 

During the working day there's also a separate DS agent who's part of 
watch order, and that person worked there so she would be tapped into the DS 
watch center as well. Then there is an operations specialist who helps 
particularly with interagency documents, particularly the ones that are highly 
classified, but also is helping on the phones, since primarily phones are a lot of the 
work that's up there. 

Then there's the person who writes the briefs, because there are briefs that 
go out regularly, and so there is one person who is working on producing that brief 
that goes to the seventh floor and the Secretary and other principals. And then 
there's the senior watch officer who's really in charge of making sure everything is 
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working well. 

So, for instance, when there was a phone call, there was a phone call that 
night, which means the Secretary and the President of Libya, you know, one 
person was tasked with connecting that call. Somebody else was tasked with 
making sure they were taking notes during the call. Because I was up there, I 
also sat in on the call and took notes as a backup note taker. 

But there's a standard process that happens there, and in situations like 
September, that day in September, it can be helpful to have a substantive person 
right there at the floor. Both I and my direct supervisor in the Office of Maghreb 
Affairs, had both worked in the Operations Center the year 

before, so we were very familiar with what they could do and what value it would 
be to have one of us up there during this time. 

Q And so your deputy director, Ms. and others in NEA, such 

as Assistant Secretary Jones, where were they physically located? Where is 
NEA in relation to the Ops Center? 

A NEA is spread out in different offices in the Main State building of the 
State Department. The Office of Maghreb Affairs at the time was on the first floor. 
The assistant secretary's office was on the sixth floor. I believe that over the 
course of the evening our director, went up to Assistant Secretary 

Jones' office and was there for some of the work that he was doing. Other people 
from my office might have been doing that as well. I wasn't tracking their 
movements that night. 

Q Did you personally make any outreach to interagency partners, such 
as the intelligence community or DOD, the National Security Council, National 
Security staff? Did you undertake any of those actions yourself? 
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A I'm sure I was sharing information with them and was in constant 
communication with them. I don't have any particular memory of deciding at what 
point I needed to contact them. As soon as there was this type of crisis, we all 
were just focused on trying to get any help we could possibly get. So, yes, I was 
in touch with them to see what we could do. 

Q Okay. Do you recall who you contacted? 

A So I would have been in regular touch with our -- the National 
Security Council director for Libya, Ben Fishman. I also was in touch with 
someone with -- 1 actually think that he contacted me, and it's in the documents 
someone 



Q And I'm sorry, what was that office that you just mentioned? 

A OSD Policy. So the Department of Defense, the Office of the 
Secretary of Defense Policy. 

Q And who was that individual? 

A The names escape me, and they're blocked out in these documents, 
so I apologize for not remembering. But he would we my counterpart, the desk 
officer for Libya in OSD Policy. 

Q And so it's whoever's name is redacted on those documents? 

A Right. 

Q You said you were in contact with Ben Fishman from the National 
Security Staff. Did you have a prior professional relationship with Mr. Fishman on 
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Libya issues? 

A Certainly. There is a lot of work that we did within the interagency, 
and Ben Fishman was involved with that, and I worked closely with him in 
coordinating that. 

Q And just taking a step back prior to the night of the attacks, can you 
describe for us some of the issues that you would have worked directly with Mr. 
Fishman on? 

A It would have been the range of policy issues related to Libya. So 
what were our policy priorities there, what were the preparations for the elections 
that happened there, what happened during the transfer of power from the 
Transitional National Council to the newly elected government. Really the range 
of issues related to Libya. You know, we were in close coordination with many 
different parts of the U.S. Government and therefore with the National Security 
Council. 

Q And did you personally play that role in the interagency process? 
When you mentioned working with other interagency partners, did you personally 
undertake working with, you know, DOD or members of the intelligence community 
in developing the policy with regard to Libya? 

A So the Office of Maghreb Affairs would host weekly meetings where 
we invited people from around the interagency to both brief them and to hear from 
them on the programs they had in place or they had planned or concerns they 
had. So we were regularly coordinating with a wide range of people given the 
complicated nature and changing nature of our work in Libya. 

Q And those were meetings that you attended as part of the Office of 


Maghreb Affairs. 
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A So those are meetings, I'm thinking of the meetings that we actually 
would host in the State Department, and I would attend them, and my office 
director normally would chair them. 

Q Okay. Are there other meetings that you participated in in the 
interagency? 

A There may have been other meetings from time to time on particular 
issues. It would have been very low-level, working level if I were the person 
participating in them. But we tried to communicate really well so that we could all 
know what each other was doing and make sure we were doing things in a 
coordinated way. 

Q Returning to the night of the attacks, you've described your role as 
being in the Operations Center to be fully aware of the information flow through the 
Ops Center and be a subject matter resource to them. Who were you 
communicating information to outside of the Ops Center, within the State 
Department, who within NEA or senior leadership or Diplomatic Security? What 
was your role with regard to pushing information out within the State Department? 

A So within the State Department, I was primarily making sure that all 
the information on the ops floor was available to my assistant secretary in NEA, 
my office director in NEA, and my colleagues working on Libya within NEA. That 
was my primary focus. But I believe i also was in touch with the task force 
representative who was at the State Department that night, and I would have 
probably been responding to other queries as they happened because people 
knew that I would be working on this issue, so as they heard about it they were 
contacting me. 

Q Okay. 
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A And then the Operations Center is sent up to then brief other parts of 
the State Department that would need to know that kind of information. 

Q And did they do that through primarily email communications? 

A They could do it through email alerts. They could do it through 
phone calls. So they could use either one, whichever one they felt was more 
efficient. 


Q You described that the Ops Center had contact with Embassy T ripoli. 
Is that correct? 

A That's right. 

Q Would you describe for us those communications that the Ops 
Center had with Tripoli? 

A So I think as soon as it happened I would imagine -- and this would 
have been before I got up to the ops floor but knowing the practice of the 
Operations Center, and I think I saw this when I got up there -- usually what 
happened, they would have reached out to the deputy chief of mission in T ripoli to 
get the latest information to him. So they were doing that and getting updates 
from him on what was happening, and atone point I believe the assistant 
secretary from NEA said, I am going to start being the point of contact with him. 

We can't keep having people who don't know enough, don't have the same kind of 
background reaching out to him at this time. There are too many people reaching 
out to him basically. So she made sure it then became a phone call that 
originated from her to him. So then it shifted away from the ops reaching out to 
her, reaching out, which is something that is pretty standard practice because 
otherwise the people in the crisis are being hampered by the number of calls that 
are going out to them. 
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Q And were you a participant or listener/observer to those 
conversations between Assistant Secretary Jones and the deputy chief of 
mission? 

A I don't recall. I might have been. But once it became something 
that she was calling from her office, I would not have been because I was up in the 
Operations Center. 

Q Okay. And after her conversations with the deputy chief of mission, 
did she memorialize those conversations and send out the information? 

A I don't know, if there was something specific that he said that she 
felt she needed to relay. I'm sure she did that, but I don't know that there was the 
kind of note taking that we would have done on a, you know, on a call with a 
foreign national that was where we were actually taking notes of everything that 
they're saying. 

Q You stated earlier that you attempted to reach the mission in 
Benghazi. Did the Ops Center ever reach anyone at the mission that evening? 

A I don't recall. I don't think so. We certainly, certainly by the time 
that i got up there, we never reached Ambassador Stevens. 

Q it's my understanding that the DS Command Center had 
communication with the agents who were on the ground in Benghazi. Was there 
ever a live feed of those communications into the Ops Center? 

A What do you mean by live feed? 

Q Where you -- where the people in Ops Center were -- like a 
three-way call or some sort of way conferencing in so that people in the Ops 
Center were listeners to the conversations between the agents and the DS 


Command Center? 
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A I don't think so. I don't recall that. 

Q Would the DS Command Center send information to the Ops 
Center? 

A They certainly should, and there is communication between the DS 
Command Center and the Operations Center, although they are not located in the 
same building. I don't recall the exact mechanisms of that night. 

Q Do you recall, was there any issues, problems, or concerns with the 
flow of information between the Command Center and the Ops Center? 

A No, I don't. I don't recall any issues or concerns about it. 

Q Based on your understanding of the events that were occurring in 
Benghazi that evening, can you describe for us what you understood was 
occurring over there and had occurred, how the attack occurred? 

A it's a little hard for me to think back to what I knew at the time since 
it's been so long since then and so much more information has come out. But we 
knew there had been a fire. We knew there were people there attacking. And 
then we knew that Ambassador Stevens was missing. We knew that one body 
had been found and that it wasn't Ambassador Stevens. We were at the time 
trying to identify that person and then notify his next of kin. There was some 
confusion about that. 

There had been lots of information that Ambassador Stevens was okay, 
that he was over in this place, that he had been sighted somewhere else. There 
was a lot of information that clearly was wrong. But it was clear that something 
very bad had happened. And, you know, I knew quickly that once Ambassador 
Stevens had been missing, we never found him until it was quite clear that he had 


been killed. 
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Q In all of the Information that came In that night, was there any 
Information that there had been a protest prior to the attack or crowds gathering to 
protest anything prior to the attack? 

A I have no Information about that other than to say that there were 
press reports -- 1 don't remember If It was that night or the next day -- that said 
there were protests, but otherwise there was no Information suggesting that there 
was a protest. 

Q So no Information that came In from your Embassy In Tripoli or 
through the Command Center said that there was a protest prior to the assault on 
the compound? 

A I at no time during that evening thought that there had been a protest 
because I thought that If there had been a protest Ambassador Stevens would 
have told us, and so we would have known that there was a protest. If there had 
been something happening prior to the very significant thing that was clearly 
leading to a very tragic and sad result, we would have known about It. So I at no 
time during that evening thought there had been a protest. 

Q So Ambassador Stevens was someone who was In regular 
communication with you and others In NEA regarding what was happening within 
Libya, whether It was T ripoll or Benghazi? 

A He was In regular communication with us, yes. 

Q At any time of the day of the attack or In the days preceding the 
attack, did he or anyone else within Libya communicate to you or others that there 
was any call for any type of protest In Benghazi, such as through social media, the 
regular media, or just picking up the word on the street? 

A No. 
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Q Is that something that Ambassador Stevens would have 
communicated to you and others in NEA had that been the state of events? 

A The protests against the U.S. facilities would have been something 
that was very rare, and if Ambassador Stevens had thought that was in the works, 
I'm sure he would have shared it with us. 

Q And would you have been a person who would have known that if it 
had been shared with anyone in NEA? 

A It would have depended on whether it was primarily a security issue 
that was being flagged or if it was something that was a more general issue. So 
probably I would have. If it was something that Ambassador Stevens thought was 
important, I probably would have known about it. But there was a division in our 
work between the kind of policy work and then the security work. So DS 
channels, for instance, had their own information streams, and I wasn't aware of 
those. 

Q Did you, though, at times learn of security incidents that occurred 
within Libya? 

A Yes. 

Q And how would you gather that information? How would you learn 
that information? 

A We would hear it from Embassy Tripoli. 

Q Would you ever get any reporting from your counterpart in DS, the 
individual who headed the Libya issues for DS here at Main State? 

A No. 

Q Were you aware of an individual by the name of 

A Certainly. 
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Q And what, if any, interaction did you have with him? 

A So i was in email contact with him from time to time. The primary 
reason was generally that a DS agent would need a visa, and so they would need 
to come to the Libya desk to get that visa. That was our primary purpose for 
communicating. 

Q Returning to the night of the attack, were you aware that there was 
an interagency SVTC about 7 p.m. that evening? 

A i was not aware of that, to the best of my recollection. 

Q So you did not participate or attend that SVTC? 

A i did not. 


Q At any time during the evening, did Assistant Secretary Jones or Mr. 
or anybody eise update you on what the interagency plans were for 
responding to the attack in Benghazi? 

A I don't recall an update like that. 

Q Do you recall whether you learned of what, if any, military response 
was being contemplated as a result of the attacks in Benghazi? 

A So i knew that there was some use of resources for collecting 
information that were in use, and i knew that there was support from the other 
agency that was on the ground, or that they were trying to be that kind of support, 
i knew that there was a plane that went to Benghazi to save them later, to 
evacuate the people who were on the ground. But I was not part of the 
conversations about any other sort of military response, to the best of my 
recollection. 


Q Were you aware of whether there was any discussion, either within 
the Ops Center or within the larger State Department, about deploying the FEST? 
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A I was unaware of the FEST discussion. 

Q Do you know a Mark Thompson? 

A I do know Mark Thompson. We worked on occasion together, and I 
understood that he testified to Congress or spoke to Congress later where he 
focused a lot on this FEST issue. 

Q On the night of the attack or in the days following, did you ever have 
a conversation with Mark Thompson about his feelings on whether or not the 
FEST should have been deployed? 

A I don't recall one, but there could have been one. It was a really 
difficult, difficult time for all of us, and we had many people, many issues that we 
were working on very intensely. 

Q At some point the personnel, the State Department personnel, leave 
the mission and they go to the Annex facility nearby. Do you recall approximately 
when that was? Was that fairly early in the evening or was it later on? 

A As I recall, it was later on in our evening, but I don't recall the exact 
time line. 

Q Okay. If I could, if you could go to what was No. 15 on the list of 
documents that we sent you, the list of 21 unclassified. It is an -- 

Ms. Sawyer. I'm just going to interrupt for a second. We don't have 
copies of those documents here in the room. 

Ms. Jackson. Yes, you do. 

Ms. Sawyer. Can we get copies? 

Ms. Jackson. Yes, I have copies, just like we do with any others. 

Ms. Sawyer. Well, great. Before we ask questions of the witness, I think 
it would be helpful if the people in the room also get a chance to look at it. 
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Ms. Jackson. Yes. I was just going to identify it so she could find it. 

I'm going to mark it as exhibit 1 , and it is document No. C05580494? 

Exhibit No. 1 

Was marked for identification.] 

Mr. Snyder, i'm sorry. Can you read that again? I have it. I apologize. 
Ms. Jackson, it is an email from a to on 

September 1 1 at 6:08 p.m. 

Ms. I have that document. 

Ms. Jackson. And then I would also ask if you would pull out the document 
that was item No. 16, which i'm going to mark as exhibit No. 2, which is another 
email exchange to you and others. 


Exhibit No. 2 

Was marked for identification.] 

Ms. Jackson, it's document No. C05580512, from a to you 

and others on September 1 1 at 7:57. 

And then i would also ask if you would pull the document at what was tab 
17, or item No. 17, which i'm going to mark as exhibit 3, which is a document that 
was produced to us by the White House. 


I^^^^Exhibit No. 3 
Was marked for identification.] 

Ms. Jackson, it bears document No. SCB 000029. it's an email from, at 
the top, to Ben Fishman on September 1 1 at 10:32. i'm going 

to ask you some questions about these three documents. 

A Okay. 


BY MS. JACKSON: 
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Q I'm actually going to Exhibit 2 first, the September 1 1 email at 7:57 
p.m. The subject line says, "RE: The (redacted) compound In Benghazi Is under 
fire." There Is a redacted word In there. Did you take that to be the CIA Annex 
facility? Did you understand that to mean that? 

A When I wrote that, I believe that's right. 

Q So at the bottom of the page, you started this email exchange from 
you to -- It appears to be a distribution list and a Mr. Maxwell. And you 
wrote -- and you meant at that time the Annex Is underfire. Is that correct? 

A That's right. 

Q And you also wrote at the bottom, "That Is where everyone Is now." 
And by everyone, what did you mean by that? 

A I would have meant everyone that we -- everyone that was -- all the 
survivors. I don't think at that moment we had confirmation that Ambassador 
Stevens had been killed, but everyone that we were In touch with were there. 

Q So the State Department personnel had relocated to the Annex 
facility? 

A So I'm looking at these emails now and remembering It back from 
then, but based on this, that would be my understanding, yes, that everyone that 
we were In touch with was over at that other compound. 

Q You also write In this first email that this Is through Intel channels. 
How Is It that you acquired this Information? 

A So I would think that -- 1 don't recall, but my guess based on where I 
was at the time was that that came through Intel channels In the operations floor, 
which does have access to people In INR Watch, who sit right off of the operations 
floor and would have access to the Intel channels. 
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Q And then if you could go to exhibit 3, which is an email exchange 

between Ben Fishman and The top line of that email, or the 

last exchange at 10:32 p.m., it says that -- they talk about you being in Ops and 
that Jeff is on the phone with Beth to pass along some info that he has gleaned. 

Is Jeff referring to Jeff Feltman? 

A I would think so. I couldn't say for sure at this point, but I would 
think so. 

Q And did you have an opportunity to review this document before? 

A I did look at it. I just got it today, so, you know, I reviewed it quickly. 

Q I'd like to go to the exchange at the bottom of page 1 and the top of 

page 2 where it's Ben Fishman at 9:19 p.m., where Mr. 

Fishman writes, "You don't have anything further on Chris, right? I was sitting in 
that meeting for 2 hours. I don't know why Pat Kennedy is so concerned about 
what extra security folks are wearing. Does that come from Greg? The time for 
being overly sensitive to Libyan concerns about military appearances seems to be 
over." 

In your interactions that evening, can you glean anything from this 
exchange between Mr. Fishman and Ms.^^^^f about Mr. Kennedy being upset 
over or concerned about military going in in uniform? 

A I don't have any recollection about there being a huge concern about 
military going in in uniform. 

Q And then going to exhibit 1 that I asked you to look at, an email 
exchange between and yourself at 6:08 p.m., you first write to her, 

and the subject line is, "points per NBA that are being drafted now for Magariaf 
and," then I think you go on to main points of the call. What are you trying to 
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accomplish in this -- what are you trying to communicate that you're doing in this 
email -- by this email? 

A So per the best of my recollection, and I certainly wouldn't remember 
much of this if I didn't have the document to look at, my guess is that 

who is an operations specialist and was working on the floor, was assigned 
to note take for the call between the Secretary and Magariaf. And in advance of 
note taking for a call, it is standard practice that you would have the call sheet so 
that you could review the information that was being proposed to the Secretary to 
discuss because that would facilitate your ability to be able to quickly and 
accurately take notes on the call. 

So I was helping staff prepare for the phone call by letting her know what 
the points were. In this case, of course, the call sheet would have come up right 
before the call started if we even got it, because it was such an urgent situation. 

So I was letting her know this is what we are going to ask the Secretary to discuss 
with Magariaf. 

Q Do you recall if there was a call sheet for that call that the Secretary 
made, if one formally got pulled together? 

A I don't recall. 

Q Okay. Now, you stated earlier, I believe -- correct me if I'm 
wrong -- that you were a note taker on that call between the Secretary and 
President Magariaf? 

A So I wasn't an official note taker. There is an official 
one -- official -- there is a primary note taker who is then responsible for writing up 
the record of a call. This is true for all phone calls with foreign officials. And then 
there is a secondary person who really acts as a backup. And then because I 
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was on the floor and because it was helpful for us in our work for me to know 
immediately what was said, I sat in as a third note taker where I took notes of the 
call and shared it with people on the floor and shared it with my colleagues in 
NEA. 

Q Okay. And how did you share that information? Did you email your 
recollection of that call to others in NEA so that it could reach more than one 
person at a time -- at the time? 

A I believe I did. I don't recall. It would have been outside of 
standard practice to do so. The Operations Center standard practice would not 
be to have people emailing this kind of information around. They'd prefer that it 
go through the standard formal review process where they can make sure 
everything is accurate before any of it is shared. However, in these 
circumstances, I expect that I decided that I would share it with everyone I thought 
needed to see it if it in any way could help us help our people who were under 
attack in Benghazi. 

Q Okay. During that phone call between the Secretary and President 
Magariaf, did the Secretary describe the events in Benghazi as an attack or as a 
protest gone bad? 

A I don't recall specifically. I believe it would have been our people 
are under attack and we need help. That would have been, to the best of my 
recollection, what she said. 

Q Do you recall whether the Secretary talked to the Libyan President 
about U.S. military going into Libya to assist in the evacuation or exfil of the 
U.S. Government personnel on the ground in Libya? 

A I don't recall. I believe the main point was we need your help to stop 
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this. And, unfortunately, the President didn't have the capabilities to help us. 

Q Given the fact that Libya as the host nation didn't have the capacity 
to assist, was there any, though, any conversation about other assets going into 
Libya to assist outside of the U.S. military, such as FBI or agency or anything of 
that nature? 

A You know what, I really don't recall, but I -- in some ways I'm -- it's 
difficult to answer because nobody thought that any outside -- or I certainly didn't 
think that there were any outside resources that could help us. This was an 
attack that was happening. Our Ambassador was already missing. We needed 
something immediately, and there was nothing that could be immediately available 
on the ground except for our colleagues at the agency. That was our only hope. 

Q And I believe you described before that there were some from Tripoli 
who then went to Benghazi? 

A Yeah. I understand that there were. I know that people were 
evacuated, and I know there was a plane that evacuated them. I don't know 
exactly the mechanisms of how that happened. 

Q Were you involved in the discussions or decisionmaking process on 
the evacuation of personnel out of Benghazi? 

A I don't recall. I don't recall that. 

Q Other than the State Department personnel and the Annex 
personnel, are you aware of whether there were any other American citizens that 
were evacuated with the State Department and CIA personnel? 

A I'm not aware of others. 

Q Were you aware of whether any Libyans were evacuated from that 
country, either the night of the attack or in the days following the attack? 
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Q Were you still with NEA at the time? 
A i don't recall. 


Q After the DS agents were evacuated from Benghazi, were in Tripoli 
and then went to Germany, were you given any additional information regarding 
their version of the attacks? Were they debriefed in any way? Was that 
information shared with you and others in NEA as to what happened that night? 
Did you learn that in the days immediately following the attacks? 

A So I think that the only way in which I heard a story that came from 
them was that my deputy director, and i spoke with the polycon 

chief from Embassy T ripoli the following day or the next day after the attacks, and 
he, based on his conversations with the DS agents, gave us a very detailed 
account of what had happened. 

Q And who was that individual? Was that Mr. 

A That's right. 
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Q And what did Mr. tell that you he had learned from the 

agents? 

A Well, this was actually very detailed about how the attacks started, 
how there was a fire -- or how the DS agent brought the Ambassador and his 
colleague to a safe haven place and then left, and then a fire broke out, and then 
he wasn't able to get back in, and then the details of how that happened. 

Q In any of the information that Mr. related to you and Ms. 

was there any mention of any type of demonstration or protest 
preceding the attack? 

A No. 

Q In the days after the attack, what, if any, awareness did you have or 
any role, any review role that you may have had, in what has become known as 
the talking points? Did you play any role in the development of any talking 
points? 

Mr. Kenny. Please be clear as to which talking points you're referring to. 

Ms. Jackson. I would just ask the witness if she knows of any talking 
points, and then I'll ask her which talking points she's referring to. 

Mr. Snyder. All right. So the question she has - do you want to repeat 
the question so it's clear? 

BY MS. JACKSON: 

Q Did you plan a review or review of any type of talking points 
regarding the attacks? 

A I likely was part of efforts to produce many talking points related to 
Libya during that period. 

Q And who would you be interacting with on these talking points? 
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Was it within NEA or was it within the larger interagency? 

A So if I could just be specific, are we talking about the talking points 
that were used on the Sunday after the attack, or are we talking about talking 
points in general that I would be producing for a variety of reasons? 

Q That's exactly what I'm trying to get at. You know, what were you 
involved in? Were you involved at all in the talking points that were used by 
Ambassador Rice or were you involved in different talking points or both? 

A So I don't recall all the engagements that happened over the course 
of that week, but I regularly was involved with developing talking points related to 
things in Libya. For the specific talking points that Ambassador Rice used on 
Sunday, I was not involved in the development of those talking points. 
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BY MS. JACKSON: 


Q Okay. You had not -- Mr. Fishman or no one else from the national 
security staff had forwarded you a copy of those over the weekend? 

A I had no information about those talking points. 

Q Okay. If you could pull out the documents that were marked at tab 
20 and 21 , I'm going to mark them as exhibits 5 and 6. Number 5 -- 

Exhibit Nos. 4 and 5 
Were marked for identification.] 

Ms. Sawyer. And I'm just going to interrupt for a second because your time 
is about -- you've got about 2 minutes in your first hour. 

Ms. Jackson. Twelve after. 

Ms. Sawyer. Oh, this is 5 minutes fast. I'm sorry. I'm looking at Peter's. 

Ms. Jackson. If have like 7 minutes. 

Ms. Sawyer. I understand. But if it goes over that, we're more than happy 
to let you finish with these exhibits, but we would just then ask since we both have 
90 minutes we just subtract it. That's all I'm saying. I didn't want to have to stop 
you once you got started. 

Ms. Jackson. Now, can I have an extra 30 seconds now? 

Ms. Sawyer. You absolutely can have an extra 30 seconds. 

Mr. Evers. Which one is number 5? 

Ms. Jackson. Number 5 is an email exchange, it's document number 


C05580617; and exhibit 6 is C05580618. 

Number 5 is an email exchange that at the top of the page between 
to and 
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appears that exhibit 6 is a continuation of that exchange, but it bears a different 
document for whatever reason. 

Ms. Betz. Just so i'm clear, this is what everybody has. 

Ms. Jackson. The multiple-page one is exhibit 5 and the single page one 
is exhibit 6. 

Ms. Betz. We're trying to figure out where exhibit where exhibit 4 is. I 
think we jumped. 

Ms. Jackson. Oh, that would be - then let's change the numbers. I 
marked a 4 and evidently didn't use it. All right. We'll change these numbers to 
4 and 5. 

Ms. Betz. So your multipage document is exhibit 4, and your single-page 
document is exhibit 5. 

Ms. Jackson. And that's why you're here, keep me on the straight and 
narrow. 

BY MS. JACKSON: 

Q Ms. do you have those documents in front of you? 

A i do have those documents. 

Q Okay. And were you able to review them prior to talking with us 

today? 

A i did review them. 

Q Okay. 

A I have reviewed them. 

Q Going to exhibit 4, you talked about you were involved in drafting 
talking points, and at the back of this document, there appears to be - it's entitled, 
the very last page, "NEA Press Guidance, September 17," and then, "Key Points." 
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Are these the type of talking points that you would have been involved in 
review, editing, commenting, or drafting? 

A So it's interesting nomenclature, I suppose. This would be, from my 
perspective, press guidance, which in my world, would have been a little bit 
different than talking points. But, yes, I regularly provided press guidance to our 
press folks in advance of briefings with the press where they thought something 
that I covered might come up in the press briefing and therefore wanted my input 
on the guidance. 

Q Okay. When you received these -- this press guidance, what was 
your reaction when you saw them? 

A So my concern with this guidance was that it made our definitive 
declaration on the nature of the attack, and i felt that the information that we had at 
that time wasn't sufficient to make that determination. And so i thought that they 
should be -- you know, we shouldn't go on the record with saying something like 
that because we just didn't have the information at the time to warrant it. 

Q And what in particular concerns you? Was it the phrase that the 
demonstrations in Benghazi were spontaneously inspired by the protests at the 
U.S. Embassy in Cairo and involved into a direct assault against the U.S. Mission? 

Ms. Safai. Can you tell us what page you're on. 

Ms. Jackson. It's the second page. 

Ms. Sawyer. It's actually not. You had her on the last page. That's not 
the same point. 

BY MS. JACKSON: 

Q if we go to the second page under the 12:36 p.m. exchange, under 


key points, the first bullet point. 
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A Right. I didn't think there had been demonstrations in Benghazi, 
and therefore, I thought we shouldn't say this to the press. 

Q Okay. 

A I think I might have known by that point, and I certainly found out in 
the meeting on Tuesday, that the 1C did think that there had been demonstrations 
or parts of the 1C did think that. I don't recollect exactly if I clearly knew that on 
the Monday, the 17th of September. 

Q Okay. But you did not receive that information until Tuesday the 

18th? 

A Well, I just have a very distinct memory on Tuesday the 18th of being 
in an interagency meeting with the 1C, that the 1C arranged, where I said there 
were no demonstrations, and someone in the 1C said that he had information that 
there were demonstrations, and we had an exchange where I, you know, 
continued to disagree with him about that issue. So I knew that -- 1 know now that 
at least, you know, as of the Tuesday following, there were still parts of the 1C that 
believed that there had been demonstrations. 

Q And who was the person in the 1C that you would -- 

A But I was quite certain that there had not been. 

Q I'm sorry. I interrupted you. 

A Sorry. 

Q Could you repeat your last comment: 

A Sorry. Just to complete the sentence, I was quite certain that there 
had not been demonstrations, and so I was responding in this way to the press 
guidance. 

Q Okay. And who was the individual in the interagency that you were 
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having this discussion or disagreement with on the 18th? 


A You know, I honestly don't know his name and I wouldn't have even 
known name time. 



A I think I was probably the only person from NEA, but there would 
have been people from our CT office that would have actually hosted and 
arranged the meeting. 

Q Okay. And would there be a record of your and other persons' 
participation in that SVTC? 

A I don't know that there would have been a written record of who 
attended. There may well have been, but it wasn't something that I was involved 
in putting together or tracking. 

Q Is there at least a sign-in sheet for who's in the SVTC room? 

A Not that I recall. 

Q Okay. Going back - 

A It was working level. It's not important - not high-level people in the 


meeting. 

Q Okay. Going back to exhibit 4, at 2:16 p.m., you write to I 


I, and 


and I quote, "I think Rice was off 


the reservation on this one." Could you elaborate on that comment and why you 


wrote that? 






472 


36 


A So I was just continuing to say that I didn't think that this was right. 
You know, my colleagues were responding that this had already been said, and so 
I was going back by saying, it's still not right. So I still don't think we should say it. 

Q Okay. Were there other aspects of Ambassador Rice's comments 
on the Sunday talk shows that you disagreed with or that you thought did not fall 
within your understanding of what had happened in Benghazi? 

Ms. Sawyer. Can we establish whether she saw them first -- 
Ms. Safai. Right. 

Ms. Sawyer. -- her comments. 

BY MS. JACKSON: 


Q Then let me ask you this, did you either watch any of the Sunday talk 
shows or reyiew transcripts of them afterwards? 


A No. 

Q Okay. Then on what basis did you make this comment that 
Ambassador Rice was off the reseryation? 

A Because my colleague in the press shop told me that she said this 
on fiye Sunday morning shows, and that's why I thought she was wrong about it. 

Q Okay. And then if we could briefly go to what we marked as exhibit 
5, which is the continuation of this email exchange where at 2:19 p.m. 
^^^^fresponds to you and others, "WH" -- which we understand to be 
White House -- "yery worried about the politics. This was all their doing." Was 
that your understanding? 

A I had no information about that. 

Q At any time after this exchange, did you eyer haye a conyersation 
with Ben Fishman or anyone else from the White House regarding what 
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Ambassador Rice had said or the narrative that the Benghazi attacks were a result 
of -- as a result of the Cairo protests? 

A I don't recall any specific conversation about it. It wasn't something 
that I was focused on because we had our colleagues in Stuttgart who had just 
gone through a traumatic event. We had our colleagues in Tripoli who were 
really, really going through a difficult time. They abandoned one of their 
compounds. They were then moving into another compound. They had just lost 
Ambassador Stevens. We had just lost Ambassador Stevens and our other 
colleagues. 

So this was not a big part of what I was spending my time on. But if 
someone had asked me, I would have immediately said there was no protest. 

And the real discussion that I remember about that was with the 1C on the 
Tuesday following the attacks. 

Ms. Jackson. Okay. And with that. I'm going to conclude my first hour. I 
see that, by my watch, I went over by 3 minutes. So my next session will be 
27 minutes instead of 30. 

And would you like a short 2- to 5-minute break just to maybe stretch, get 
some water, and then we can reconvene perhaps maybe - 

Ms. Sawyer. Yeah. I would just suggest maybe if we can do it, take 
10 minutes, that would give you at least 5. And then if you wanted or needed to 
talk to your lawyer, you could do so before we start up again. 

Ms. Safai. Sure. And I have 9:17 as the time. So I have 5 minutes over. 
Are you going off of this or that? 

Ms. Jackson. No, I've been going after my watch that I started at 12 after 


and then did a quarter after. 



474 


38 


Ms. Sawyer. So we'll start up again about 9:30. 

Ms. Jackson. So on the hour. We'll resume on the hour. 
Ms.^^^^ Okay. Thank you. 

[Recess.] 

EXAMINATION 

BY MR. KENNY: 


Q So we'll go back on the record. The time is now 9:35 a.m., local 
Eastern Standard Time now. We are on standard time. 

And, Ms. again, thank you. Welcome. On behalf of the select 

committee minority staff, I want to thank you again for appearing today and thank 
you as well for your service to our country. We appreciate your willingness to 
speak with us, including during off duty hours in your location, so we hope to make 
this process, again, just as simple and as straightforward for you as possible. 

At the outset, I also did just want to mention that we do understand that you 
lost -- you and your colleagues lost friends and fellow patriots on the night of the 
attack, so we want to be respectful of that fact and both of you and your time as 
well today. And again, just thank you for your service and being here. 

I would hope to start by returning where we left off in the last round in the 
discussion of emails related to NEA press guidance on September 17. And i'd 
like to close out that discussion just while it's still fresh in everybody's mind. And 
in order to do so. I'm actually going to mark a new exhibit, it's a similar, related 
thread, and this will be exhibit number 6. 

And this document, it has the Bates number C05580621 . It's an email, the 
top email is September 17, 2012. The timestamp is 1:52. 

Ms. Safai. is this part of the list that the -- or is this part of your document? 
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BY MR. KENNY: 

Q So this will be part of the minority staff documents that were 
submitted to you in advance, i believe, is that correct? 

A i have it. i have it. 

Q Okay. Great. 

A i have it in front of me, yeah. 

Q And please, just let me know when you're ready for -- 

A I'm ready. 

Q And again for the record, this is document iD C05580621 . And this 

is a similar email thread to exhibits 4 and 5 that we were just discussing 
previously. You'll note that the third email in, in the middle of the first page, is an 
email that you were asked about in the last round where you wrote, quote, "I really 
hope this was revised, i don't think we should go on record with this," closed 
quote. 

Do you see that? 

A I do. 

Q Okay. And you'll note that that is also the same email that appears 
in exhibit 4 at the top of the second page. 

A Yep. 

Q And so just to be clear for the record, this email then appears to take 
a different track from the other emails. The next two emails in this thread are new 
emails, and those are the ones that I'd like to ask you about here. Just bear with 
me one second. 

And in the last round, the majority had asked about your concerns about 
specific talking points that appeared throughout this thread. We'll get into that in a 
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little bit. But what I just wanted to first start with is, and I'll read it into the record, 
the email above the one I Just referred you to is from at 1 :47 p.m. 

And who is Mr. 

A So he and and all worked together 

the NEA press shop. So he is one of the people we would be in touch with about 


press guidance. 


Q 

Okay. 

Thank you. And it is Mr. Is that correct? 

A 

Yes. 


Q 

Okay. 

And at 1 :47 p.m., Mr. wrote to you, "This is what I 


think we should go with. There is an ongoing FBI investigation. We are looking 
to that investigation to give us the definitive word as to what transpired." 

And then above that, at 1 ;52 in the top parent email, you wrote back, "Yes!", 
exclamation point, closed quote. 

And the question I had for you, you had raised in the last round a concern 
about being too definitive about specific information that was included in some of 
the press guidance that you'd reviewed in this email thread. And I just want to 
ask whether this is also a reflection of that concern. 

A Yes. I feel that the two email threads were -- reflected a consistent 
belief on my part. 

Q Okay. And moving on. And just real briefly, again, to better 
understand or help us better understand what your concern was at that time, when 
you said that you had this concern about information being too definitive or 
statements or press guidance being too definitive, was that because at that point 
in time information was still being collected and analyses were still being 
performed on that data set in order to make a determination about what had 
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transpired? 

A Absolutely, that was my concern. 

Q Okay. And that applies even to this -- 
A We just didn't know what had happened. 

Q No. Thank you. That's helpful. 

And that applies even to this date, which is September 17, 6 days after the 
attacks. Is that correct? 

A That is correct. 

Q Okay. Thank you. 

I think we'll move on, or move back rather. So we'll refer you back to 
exhibit 4. 


A So my numbering is a little bit different. Is that -- 

Q Sure. So this is -- the top email is from | 

The timestamp is 2:17 p.m. 

A Oh, okay. Sure. Sure. 

Q I'm sorry. 2:18 p.m. Do you see that there? 

A Ido. Ido. Thank you. 

Q And the email I'd like to refer you to in this thread is at the bottom of 
the page. It's, again, an email. The timestamp is 2:02 p.m. 

And you had indicated to us in the last hour that at this point in time, to the 
best of your recollection, you had not seen Ambassador Rice appear on the five 
Sunday talk shows. Is that correct? 

A That's correct. 

Q Okay. And at this point in time, had you seen transcripts? I believe 


I had in my notes that you didn't review the transcripts at this particular point in 
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time, but I just want to make sure that the record is clear on that. 

A I have no recollection of reviewing the transcripts. 

Q Okay. 

A To the best of my recollection, I heard about these Sunday talk 

shows during this email chain. 

Q Okay. And so when you say the first you heard that she was on the 
Sunday shows, would that have been at this 2:02 p.m. email from 

A To the best of my recollection, yes. 

Q Okay. And moving up two emails in that thread, and this was the 
email you were asked about again in the last hour, where you write, quote, "I think 
Rice was off the reservation on this one," that comment, you were asked about the 
basis of what the reference was for that comment. And I guess what I was hoping 
to understand is, well, first, there seems to be a little bit of confusion in the last 
round as to which set of press guidance you were referring to when you made that 
specific comment? 

A Well, I mean, I would have objected to a declaration one way or 
another about whether it was spontaneous or planned, because we didn't have 
enough information to make that determination. I also didn't think there had been 
demonstrations, and so I would have, again, objected to that characterization. 

Q Okay. And just so that we can follow you with those comments, are 
you referring to the NEA press guidance, the draft that appears at the back of this 
exhibit, or are you referring to what's referred to as the, quote, "NSS language," 
unquote. Page two. 

A So I'm right now referring to the email from at 


12:36 p.m. that says, this is the most recent. "Just saw NSS language, which I 
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used as the key points here. NEA press guidance." And then it iists these 
points. 

Q Okay. And i guess part of the reason for my confusion is i heard 
you just a moment ago refer to pianning or prepianning. And i'm not sure i see 
information as to prepianning in those particuiar points, but i do see those in the 
eariier press guidance, which is on the iast page or page four. 

Ms. Safai. Can you repeat your -- what's the question? 

BY MR. KENNY: 

Q So i'm just trying to isoiate your concerns. So you said you think 
that the concerns that you expressed in the iast round were in reference to 

emaii at 12:36, the key points emaii. But i thought i heard you 
just a moment ago say that -- 

A That's right, i mean that -- i mean, i wouid -- i don't recaii my exact 
thought process on that day, but normaily i wouid not go and read the whoie chain, 
if my press foiks toid me this is the most recent guidance, piease review this, then 
the most efficient thing for me to do wouid be to review that most recent guidance 
and respond to that. So it was a very, very busy and intense day, and i'm sure 
that i wouid have done, you know, what i needed to do to be accurate, but i doubt 
that i wouid have gone through and read cioseiy the iong chain of press guidance 
beiow that. 

Q Okay. Weil, that's helpful. 

And I believe you were asked also in the last round whether press guidance 
of this sort would be the sort of thing that you would be asked to weigh in on or 
provide comment or feedback on. Just to help contextualize this for us, can you 
recall in this time period some of the other activities you were undertaking within 
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NEA-MAG, perhaps a support post or otherwise, other activities that you were 
working on to support post. 

A Sure. Sure. I mean, press guidance was often a daily action, but it 
was never the thing that 1 spent most of my time on. During this period, we had 
our colleagues who had been evacuated to Germany and they were going through 
a very difficult time there. 

We had our colleagues who were still in T ripoli, and they were dealing with 
a lot of concerns there about whether there might be threats to them. They had to 
abandon one of their compounds, and they had lost Ambassador Stevens, of 
course, and so they were really dealing with very difficult circumstances. 

Within NEA-MAG writ large, our Embassy in Tunis had been subject to an 
attack the previous week as well, and the American school right next to the 
embassy had been burned down, and so we had people who were evacuated from 
Tunis as well. They were also with our colleagues in Germany at that point. 

It was a very, very difficult time in NEA writ large, and certainly for those of 
us who had worked very closely with Ambassador Stevens. It was also a time 
when we were all grieving for him. 

Q Thank you. I think that's helpful for us to understand some of the 
other activities that you and your office were undertaking during this time period. 

I think part of the other reason that I hope to ask that question is you had 
defined your role as the Libyan desk officer within NEA-MAG, and I was hoping 
that we could just take a step back and you could just explain for us what a desk 
officer does on a day-to-day basis at the State Department? 

A Sure. So on the desk, you're really the focal point where all of the 
information related to the range in policies used with the post comes together 
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within the Department. So we would try to support post in whatever they needed, 
make sure that felt like their voice was part of meetings within Washington about 
the policy issues. 

We relayed information back from the range of offices within the 
Department that would work on the small piece of our Libya policy, but it would be 
at our desk that those pieces all came together. 

So, you know, we also would support our colleagues from post, particularly 
the ambassador, the deputy chief of mission, when they were back in Washington 
for consultations. We would brief people who were going out to serve at post. 

We were very involved in the confirmation process for Ambassador Stevens, so 
helping him prepare for his hearing. 

So we really were where all the different information and the many aspects 
of our policy related to Libya would come together. 

Q Okay. And was that a shared role? In other words, was there 
another Libya desk officer or a person who could have stepped in to help support if 
the portfolio became too much for one person to manage? 

A So when I started on the desk, there was just one desk officer. We 
then found some temporary support and were up to three desk officers by the end 
of the first year and then we went down to two officers moving forward. I 
understand it is bigger now. 

But it was a very, very busy desk. It required long hours, and it was, I 
think, one of those places where the workload had increased tremendously but our 
staffing hadn't increased rapidly enough to accommodate that increase in 
workload. 

Q Sure. And you mentioned when you started, just as a bit of 
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housekeeping, when did you serve -- when did you become the Libya desk officer, 
and when did you move off that position? 

A So i started in Juiy 201 1 . i officiaiiy ieft the position in Juiy of 2013. 
Starting from January 2013 untii about Juiy 2013, i was aiso acting deputy director 
for the Maghreb office when our office director went out to be charge d'affaires in 
Tripoii and our deputy director became acting director. 

Q Okay. And returning to the discussion we were just having about 
how busy the portfoiio was, can you just give us a sense of how that worked, i 
guess, expiain for us at the working ievei how that portfoiio wouid be carved out or 
how responsibiiities wouid be shared among the various desk officers? 

A So i don't reaiiy remember how we divvied up work between myseif 
and the other desk officer, but, you know, we generaiiy had so much work that 
whoever was not working on something urgent at a time wouid do the other task at 
hand. So whether it was writing info memos to the Secretary, whether it was 
preparing caii sheets for peopie to engage with Libyan officiais, whether we were, 
you know, briefing peopie who were heading out to post, whatever it was that 
needed to be done, we wouid find a way to do it. 

Q Okay. That's heipfui. 

And you mentioned a few moments ago that -- some of the various foiks or 
actors you'd have contact with, i thought. And i just wondered if you had a 
primary point of contact, either at Embassy T ripoii or the Speciai Mission? 

A So i wouid have been in reguiar contact with the deputy chief of 
mission, with the poiycom chief. Those wouid have been my two primary points 
of contact, i'd aiso been in very reguiar contact with Ambassador Stevens when 
he was a Speciai Representative out in Benghazi and certainiy through his 
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confirmation process. But I tried to respect his role as ambassador and not email 
him often but try to get the work done at the more working level where possible. 

Q Okay. And you were asked a little earlier about your interaction with 
in DS/IP/NEA, and I'd Just like to ask if on a routine basis or regular 
basis you would interact with other professionals in the Bureau of Diplomatic 
Security, whether at post or back at Main State? 

A So when overseas, in general, we interact with the regional security 
officer very, very frequently, depending on the circumstances. On the Libya desk, 

I did not interact with DS representatives often, and I think that^^^^^^f was 
the only -- my only regular contact in DS. 

Q Okay. And how generally would you describe your working 
relationship with him or with the bureau, writ large? 

A My relationship with him was good, but it was very much very 
specific questions that I would answer, specifically, as I mentioned earlier, about 
visas. So when DS agents needed visas, they would contact me for that. It was 
rare that we would work on other things, but it happened on occasion. 

Q Okay. And how often did you work or interact with personnel in 
NEA-EX, NEA-SCA/EX? 

A I worked regularly with personnel -- 

Q Okay. 

A Sure. I worked regularly with personnel in NEA-EX as they were in 
charge of the resources and management operations. 

Q Okay. And if we could just talk, because you have longevity in your 
position and at your post, but during your time as the Libya desk officer, how 
would you generally characterize the support that they provided to you? 
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A So they wouldn't have been providing support to me. They would 
be providing support to post. So we were -- you know, we were counterparts 
where I covered policy issues and are they would cover resource issues for the 
post. There would be areas where those would overlap, obviously, so we would 
work -- we would try to work closely together on those areas. 

Q Okay. No, I appreciate the distinction. 

Perhaps I could ask it, did you have an assessment of the support that they 
provided to post? How did you view the support that they provided to post? 

A You know, I think that we were all working under very strange 
circumstances in that it was a post that was in constant flux. And so I know they 
worked very hard to provide the resources that were required, given that there 
were changing circumstances on the ground. 

Most of the State Department's staffing patterns and resource patterns are 
all planned out far in advance of any particular date. So it really was very unusual 
that they would be having to staff up a place that hadn't had anybody previously or 
tried to send people back to reopen a mission. 

And I would also note that NEA writ large was going through a time of a lot 
of change with the Arab Spring and related turmoil across the region. So our 
NEA-EX colleagues were really dealing with a whole range of very difficult issues 
at the same time. 

Q Okay. And just, as a general matter, what is your understanding of 
NEA's role with respect to providing security resources at post? 

A I would think that that was Diplomatic Security's role in providing 
security resources at post. 

Q Okay. 
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A But it certainly wasn't something that I was directly involved with. 

Q Okay. To your knowledge, does NEA have -- or at this time did they 
have specialized knowledge or expertise on securing and protecting facilities and 
personnel? 

A NEA would not have had that expertise, no. 

Q Okay. And where would that expertise have resided within the 

Department? 

A That would have been with Diplomatic Security, and so we would 
rely on their expertise for those issues. 

Q Okay. At this point, we're going to shift gears a little bit, and I'm 
going to introduce into the record what I'll mark as exhibit 7. 

Exhibit No. 7 

Was marked for identification.] 

BY MR. KENNY: 


Q And this is an email that's dated February 9, 2012, from you to 

and the document number is C05390170. Let me know if you 
have any luck finding that. And, again, it's February 9, 2012. 

A If you can provide the date again. 

Mr. Snyder. It's February 9, 2012. 

BY MR. KENNY: 


Q And we were just informed, it's also number six in, it looks like, the 
index that the majority provided to you. 

A Oh. Okay. 

Q I apologize in advance that we didn't also provide an index, but -- 
A No, I have the email. Thank you. 
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Q Okay. And I'll give you just a moment to review that. Let me know 
when you're ready. 

A Okay. 

Q Okay. And I'll direct you to the first chain In the email, which Is the 
bottom of page one. This embedded email, It's also a February 9 email. In which 
writes to and she Includes what appears to be a 

draft email. There's a cover and then some hashmarks and It appears to be some 
texts below that. 

And I'd first just like to ask what your understanding of this email Is? 

A So, you know, as you can tell, this Isn't my email. Reading through 
It and, you know, per a very vague recollection, this would have been something 
that^^^f was drafting for^ to send to our assistant secretary to use, to email 
to our under secretary for management. Because we were having difficulty 
getting the staffing levels up In some of our posts. 

Q Okay. And our understanding, just based on our review of this 
document. Is that the hashmarks, what appears below there Is that draft note. Is 
that your understanding as well? 

A That would be my understanding, yes. 

Q Okay. So I'd like to just read Into the record that first portion below 

the hashmarks. And It reads, quote, "We determined early on that It was 
Important to us to maintain a presence In Benghazi to engage with the TNG and 
keep an eye on political and security developments In the east. 

"The Mission In Benghazi has also allowed PM and USAID to conduct 
periodic TDYs In the east to further develop their contacts and monitor progress on 
our MANPADs, elections, and civil society assistance programs. The simmering 
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protests in Benghazi and the east against the TNC and local councils over the last 
few weeks, (along with the violent unrest in Bani Wali in the west), have shaken 
the interim government and illustrated the importance of maintaining a broad base 
of contacts and visibility outside of Tripoli," closed quote. 

And I'll just preface this next set of questions by saying that there have 
been some lingering questions about the purpose of the U.S. Government's 
presence in Benghazi. So I just wanted to at this point take a little bit of time and 
walk through some of the reasons and the justifications that are listed here. 

And I'd first just like to begin by asking if you could explain for us why it 
would've been important to maintain engagement with the TNC in Benghazi? 

A Well, we at the time thought that what was happening in Benghazi 
was very important to what was happening in the country writ large, and so having 
a presence there meant that we could maintain these contacts with the 
T ransitional National Council and with a variety of other actors there so that we 
could better understand and also effect developments in the country writ large. 

Q Okay. And we understand that at some point the TNC may have 
moved its base of operations from Benghazi to T ripoli. Was it your understanding 
that some of those TNC members would have still resided or come from Eastern 
Libya? 

A That's right. I mean, many of them would have moved as soon as 
they could when Tripoli, you know -- when Qadhafi was ousted from Tripoli. But 
some of them did reside in the east, and certainly our people in Libya thought that 
it was important that we have a presence there. 

Q Okay. And just moving down to a next reference in the paragraph 
that I read to you, can you just explain for us why it would've been important to 
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keep an eye on political and security developments in the east? 

A Well, there are a lot of things that were changing, and we knew that 
the government in Tripoli didn't have full control over the country such that the only 
real way to know what was happening in the east would be to have somebody 
there who could engage with the local communities, who could engage with 
people from a broad range of civil society and politicians to understand how things 
were developing there. And to be part of a process that, you know, led to support 
for general nationwide elections, which occurred later that year. 

Q Okay. And so when you referred to the nationwide elections, would 
that have been one of the potential political developments that it would've been 
important for the U.S. to monitor? 

A That's right. 

Q Okay. And moving down through the email, can you explain for us 
why it may have been important for the State Department to monitor its Pol-Mil 
operations in Eastern Libya? 

A Yes. Pol-Mil was actually present very early on when we were able 
to have a presence in Benghazi because they were very concerned about the 
possibility that MANPADs, so this is shoulder-operated missiles that can take 
down airplanes, which Qadhafi had very, very high stockpiles of, I think the highest 
in the world for a country that didn't actually produce them. 

They were very concerned that these stockpiles would become available on 
the open and black market and available to people seeking to use them 
against - basically for terrorist purposes, including against the U.S. national 
interests. So they had a program in place to try to identify stockpiles and disable 
stockpiles of MANPADs from very early on in our presence in Benghazi, following 
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the start of the uprising against Qadhafi. So they had a very active program. 

Q Okay. And there's also a reference here to USAID programs. Can 
you just explain for us why it was important for the State Department to monitor 
those programs? 

A Well, we felt those programs are very important in helping a society 
that had had basically no free expression and no civil society and no free press 
and no elections of any kind for decades, transition toward a more Democratic and 
free place. 

So we had -- you know, it happened almost immediately as Qadhafi would 
be pushed out of an area -- or was forced to be pushed out of an area, these small 
civil society groups would start and USAID was very active in helping them and 
helping them understand what their role of civil society was, what the role of the 
press would be in a democracy dealing with very, very basic questions from 
people who had had literally no experience with that at all. 

Q Okay. And just taking a step back from our discussion of some of 
these specific pieces, we've seen some discussion about maintaining a physical 
presence in Benghazi at one point in time versus what was referred to as a, quote, 
"virtual presence," which we understand to mean no physical presence in 
Benghazi but operating from Tripoli as a base of operations. 

And in light of some of these specific programs that we discussed or 
projects, can you explain for us how a physical presence would have helped 
further those priorities? 

A Well, with a visible presence you can maintain regular contact with a 
range of people that you need to contact. You can then more easily support 
visitors going into an environment because you have people on the ground who 
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understand what's going on there. 

I really deferred to my colleagues who were in Libya on these issues. So, 
you know, we really took our direction from them, from Ambassador Stevens -- he 
wasn't ambassador yet at this time but he, you know, had recently been the 
Special Representative and had a lot of contacts in Benghazi -- and then also our 
colleagues. Ambassador Cretz, and our other colleagues who were in Tripoli at the 
time. 

Q And do you recall what then-Special Envoy Stevens, later 
Ambassador Stevens, what his views were about maintaining a U.S. presence in 
Benghazi? 

A Yes. Ambassador Stevens felt strongly that it was important to have 
a U.S. presence in Benghazi. 

Q And what about Ambassador Cretz? 

A I believe he also supported maintaining a presence there. 

Q And you mentioned a moment ago that you may have deferred on 

some of the decisions, but I'd just like to ask whether you had a personal view on 
the importance of having a presence in Benghazi? 

A My personal view is that the more engagement we can do, the better 
we're able to do to develop and implement good policy. So my personal view at 
the time, although it was not asked really, because we were very clear from people 
who had much more on the ground expertise was that it was a good idea to 
maintain a presence in Benghazi. 

Q And when you say it was clear from people with on-the-ground 
expertise, can you just explain to us what you mean by that? 

A I just mean Ambassador Stevens -- 
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Q Okay. 

A -- saying to us that he thought it was a good idea to maintain a 
presence there. 

Q Sure. Okay. 

We'd like to return just briefly to the draft email that we were discussing. 

This is in exhibit 7, the top of page 2. I'll just read the next paragraph. It begins, 
quote, "Unfortunately DS staffing is becoming a recurring problem in Benghazi. 

At the current security threat level, Benghazi needs a minimum of four agents to 
support moves out of town, three to accompany the principal officer, or TDY 
officer, and one to remain on compound with the IRM management person. 

"Post needs a minimum of three agents to facilitate one movement at a time 
in town and one to remain on the compound. DS staffing has dropped to two 
agents several times over the last few months between rotations, which has 
prevented the PO from leaving the compound." 

And I'd just first like to ask whether you agreed with this assessment that 
the staffing of DS agents in Benghazi had become a, quote, "recurring problem," 
closed quote. 

A I did agree that we had difficulty adequately staffing DS agents 
based on what DS determined was required for security to support movements off 
compound. 

Q Okay. And there is a mention of that. It refers to what is a PO, is 
the abbreviation. Is that principal officer? 

A That's right. 

Q Okay. And that person would have been the senior diplomat 


present at the facility? 
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A That's right. I believe at this time we would have just had two 
people apart from the DS agents, so a senior -- a principal officer and then the 
IRM management person. 

Q And if Diplomatic Security wasn't able to support movements off 
compound or around town, why was that a concern? 

A Because that limited our ability to make use of our officer who was 
out there serving as the diplomat. It limited our ability to engage with people 
effectively. 

Q Okay. You'll see in the next discussion, if you continue on, that 
Ms. in the draft includes a discussion about the minimum number of DS 

agents, or in what we just discussed. Did you have an understanding of where 
that recommendation came -- would have come from? Would that have been 
something that would have come from post, for instance? 

A That would have come from Diplomatic Security. I don't know if it 
would've been from the RSO at post or from Diplomatic Security in Washington, 
but that would have been determined completely by DS security, as far as I know. 

Q Okay. So you don't have any reason to believe that 

for instance, was generating the list of requirements of DS agents at the 
special mission? 

A I'm certain that she was not generating a list of requirements for the 
DS agents. 

Q Okay. And that's because that wouldn't have been the role of 
NEA-MAG to assess and come up with security requirements for a post? 

A That would not have been the role of NEA-MAG to determine those 


requirements. 
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Q Okay. The email continues in that third paragraph on the second 
page, quote, "DS tells post it is unlikely they can fully staff Benghazi due to 
broader staffing challenges across NEA and has suggested we adjust our 
expectations about movements in outreach," closed quote. 

We touched on it a little bit earlier, but what do you remember about these 
discussions about security staffing challenges at this point in time? 

A So I actually don't recall where this information would have come 
from. It's also not something I wrote. It is consistent with my understanding that 
it was very difficult to get DS agents -- sufficient numbers of DS agents to post. 

They couldn't find -- you know, normally, in a normal mission, 

we have people who are permanently assigned for tours of 2 
or 3 years, in some places 4 years. And because the Benghazi positions were all 
unexpected within our staffing patterns, DS was finding 4-week TDYers to fulfill 
those roles, which is why there would be gaps. She mentions that there are gaps 
between the TDYers. So that made it very difficult to have continuity over time 
with people there. 

Q Okay. So was the issue a continuity issue, or was it one of never 
actually attaining the minimum required number of DS agents at post, for 
instance? The way I understand you is that - 

A So from our perspective - sure. From our perspective, it was that 
the people on the ground weren't able to do the outreach they wanted to do 
because the DS wasn't staffing the numbers that they had determined were 
required for people to move off compound. 

Q Okay. And was your understanding that that was due to some sort 
of resource constraint on the part of DS? 
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A That was my understanding, but I didn't have any real insight into 
why that was or how, you know, Benghazi stacked up against other posts that had 
important security needs as well. 

Q Okay. If I could direct your attention back to the first page of exhibit 
7. In the email above the hashmarks from to she writes, 

quote, let me know if this works and whether you want to consult with or 
EX before sending this to the FO," closed quote. 

Does FO here refer to the NEA front office? 

A That would be my understanding, yes. 

Q Okay. And you mentioned earlier that that would have been the 
acting assistant secretary? I don't know if she was -- if it was Ambassador Jones 
at this point in time, or I believe it was still Jeff Feltman. Is that your recollection 
as well? 

A I believe, in February 2012, it would've been Assistant Secretary 
Feltman. 

Q Okay. Do you know whether this draft note was ever sent to 


Assistant Secretary Feltman? 
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Q Okay. Do you recall any other steps that were undertaken in this 
timeframe to address some of the concerns in this email? For instance, whether 
Deputy Chief of Mission may have had meetings, whether Chris 

Stevens would have had meetings, or whether Ambassador Cretz would have had 
meetings with anyone back at Main State? 

A i'm sure that they had meetings, and i would imagine that they would 
have raised this, but i don't recollect anything specific. 

Q Okay. And just to close out this piece, and i apologize for jumping 
around, but at the bottom of the second page there is a reference to -- the 
second-to-last sentence in the iast paragraph, bottom of page 2 -- about if there 
being no recourse, some sort of reconsideration about whether they're keeping the 
mission going. And do you recall whether that conversation took place? 

A I have no recollection of a serious conversation about closing the 
mission in Benghazi. 


Q Okay. We'll stay in the same document, but shift a littie bit and 
move up to the email that you wrote at the top of page 1 . You wrote to 

quote, "Also the Secretary asked last week if we still have a presence in 


Benghazi -- i think she would be upset to hear that yes we do but because we 
don't have enough security they are on lockdown," close quote. 
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First, I'd just like to ask, in that first sentence you refer to a question that the 
Secretary asked. Did you hear that directly from Secretary Clinton? 

A I did not hear that directly from Secretary Clinton. 

Q Okay. And how did you hear that she had asked this question? 

A It was a secondhand or thirdhand comment forwarded or told to me, 
and I at this point can't remember how I heard it. 

Q Okay. And when you heard or learned that the Secretary had asked 
if we have a, in your language here, "if we still have a presence in Benghazi," what 
did you understand that to mean? What did you understand her question to 
mean? 

A There had been some discussion when we moved our -- many of our 
operations to Tripoli whether we should maintain a presence in Benghazi. Some 
of our international partners were moving everybody to Tripoli. Some were 
maintaining a presence. So there had been some discussion. So I -- and, again, 

I don't remember the details of how this was related to me. When I had heard 
that that might have -- that the Secretary might have asked about it, I would have 
thought that she was just confirming whether or not we had still maintained an 
active presence in Benghazi. 

Q And in the second part, when you said that the Secretary would be 
upset to hear that due to inadequate security resources post was on lockdown, 
just when you refer to lockdown is that a reference similar to what we were 
discussing below about without the adequate number of DS agents that the 
principal officer would not be able to make off-compound movements? 

A The lockdown is shorthand for being required to stay on compound. 

In most circumstances you would use it because of a security threat that made 
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people determine that it was safer to be on the compound than off the compound. 
In this case it was resulting from not having adequate DS agents on the ground 
that DS had determined was adequate to allow for movements off compound. 

Q So a little while ago I had asked you why it was important to have a 
physical presence, why it was important for a principal officer to be able to report 
and travel around town. I'd just like to ask, what did you mean when you said that 
Secretary Clinton would be upset about this -- learning this particular fact? 

A So I believe that Secretary Clinton thought that the work we were 
doing in Libya was important and that she would have not been pleased to hear 
that we didn't have the resources in place to do that work. 

Q Okay. And when you say you thought that the Secretary thought 
that the work that was being done in Libya was important, what gave you that 
impression? 

A I mean, she had been very active in Libya. She had visited there. 
She had done a lot of work on the policy. And I believed her when she said it was 
important for U.S. national interests. 

Q Okay. But the reason I ask some of these questions is this email in 
particular has become a little bit of political fodder. Secretary Clinton was asked 
about it during the Select Committee's October 22 hearing as possible evidence 
that she didn't care about Libya, and in particular Benghazi, after Qadhafi fell. 

To your knowledge, was Secretary Clinton engaged on Libya matters? 

And we'll start with the 2011 timeframe, from when you became the Libya desk 
officer? 

A Yes, Secretary Clinton was engaged on Libya. 

Q Okay. And did that, your sense of her engagement, her level of 
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engagement, did that continue through 2012? 

A Yes. From my perspective she maintained engaged on the 
developments in Libya. 

Q Okay. So then in your view would you agree with the 
characterization that Secretary Clinton checked out on Libya in 2012? 

A I would not agree with that. 

Q Did she turn a blind eye to Libya in 2012? 

A I would not agree with that. 

Q Okay. And did she turn a blind eye to Benghazi in 2012? 

A I would not agree with that statement either. 

Q Okay. And if you would, could you just explain to us the basis for 
why you gave those responses? 

A I felt it was clear that Libya had -- that Libya was a high-profile 
portfolio, that there were people on the seventh floor that were actively watching it. 
They were actively interested. They wanted to visit regularly. And I didn't see 
any change in that level of interest over time. 

Q Okay. Did the Secretary ever say or do anything to suggest to you 
that she did not care about the Department's personnel in Libya? 

A No. 

Q Did she ever say or do anything that suggested she didn't care about 
personnel who were assigned to Benghazi? 

A No. 

Q And to the extent that some may have pointed to this email as 
evidence that Secretary Clinton did not know or did not care about Benghazi, at 
least after Qadhafi fell, do you think that that is an accurate or fair reading of what 
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you said or what you meant? 

A I do not. 

Ms. Sawyer. The pause is just us figuring out a couple more questions to 
ask before we take our next break, so that's all that's going on over here. 

BY MR. KENNY: 

Q We just have a few more minutes, and we obviously want to try to be 
as respectful of your time as possible. 

If I could quickly redirect your attention to exhibit 1 ? 

A Could you remind me what that was? 

Q Yes, sure. It's No. 15 in the majority's index. It's^^^^^^^f, 
September 11, 2012. 

A All right. 

Q And the email that you write at 6:06 p.m., which we understand to be 

about 12 o'clock local time in Libya, again these are some of the main points that 
you were prepping for a call between the Secretary and the Libyan President-elect 
or Libyan President Magariaf. And the second point of this call is that, quote, "We 
need help in Benghazi - Ambassador Stevens is still missing," close quote. 

And I just would like to ask for your understanding, since you were in the 
Operations Center on the night of the attacks, whether your sense was that 
Benghazi was somehow not a priority; in other words, that the priority was Tripoli 
and not Benghazi? 

A My sense from working on this in the State Department during the 
attacks was that everyone was trying to get whatever resources we could get to 
help our people in Benghazi. It was absolutely a focus on Benghazi. 

Q And just moving real briefly to exhibit 3, this is the email from 
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to Ben Fishman, No. 17 in the exhibit list. 


A Yes. 

Q And what I'd just like to ask for your understanding, again being in 
the Operations Center, and you had indicated earlier that you had some contact 
with Ben Fishman, a country director, at the NSS, here in this email it appears that 
Ben Fishman makes a recommendation for some outreach that could be done to 
help expedite some help in Libya. Is that your understanding as well? 

A So this is a conversation that was mostly -- you know, I had very little 
recollection of this particular email when I reviewed it. But, yes, upon reviewing it 
I believe that Ben Fishman was also trying to figure out who we could contact who 
could get help as fast as possible to Benghazi. And so I believe that the idea 
would have been that the Qataris could have had some connection to groups 
within the Benghazi area that could have come to our assistance. 

Q And so when you had mentioned earlier or characterized the 
response within the Operations Center as everybody trying to do everything 
possible, would that have extended as well to the partners in the interagency, to 
include the White House national security staff? 

A That would absolutely have extended to anybody that I had ever 
worked with on Libya. 

Q Okay. 

A We had all worked really closely with Chris Stevens. You know, he 
was both a really valued colleague and a valued friend just because of the way 
that he interacted with anyone that he worked with. He made friends out of all of 
his colleagues. And everyone was trying to do everything that we could do to get 
help. 
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Mr. Kenny. And I see with that our time is up, and so we'll go off the 
record. Thank you. 

[Recess.] 

BY MS. JACKSON: 

Q Okay, Ms. we are going to start with our next and final round 

with you for the next 25 minutes or so. I want to return to exhibit 7 and ask you a 
few more questions about that, and in particular the first line that you wrote where 
you say, and I quote, "Also, the Secretary asked last week if we still had a 
presence in Benghazi." 

You said that you didn't have a specific recollection of who said that to you, 
but can you tell us anything about the context in which you received that? 

Because it's, quite frankly, a very declarative statement. 

A I really don't recall who conveyed it to me. 

Q Would it have been someone -- 

A I don't recall the context. But it was not conveyed to me in a sense 
of surprise. It was very matter of fact -- very matter of fact question. 

Q And it came from someone who you believe they were accurately 
relaying information to you? 

A I really apologize that I can't remember who told me it, but as far as I 
can recall it was someone who I thought would be relaying something accurate. 

Q Because obviously you wouldn't further report it if you didn't think it 
was an accurate recitation of what the Secretary had said? 

A I mean, we are always interested in what the boss' boss' boss' boss' 
et cetera thinks about things. So information like this is not always accurate, but I 
did believe it at the time when I wrote that. 
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Q Okay. So you believed it accurate at the time that you wrote it? 

A Yes. 

Q You were asked a lot of questions in the last hour about your belief 
that the Secretary maintained a high level of interest in Libya throughout 2012, but 
you weren't asked the basis for that knowledge, and so I want to take a few 
minutes and explore your personal basis for that assessment. 

In the year 2012, how often would you personally be in a meeting with the 
Secretary? 

A I don't think I was ever in a meeting -- that's not true. I don't recall 
exactly, but it would not have been very frequent. 

Q Okay. And would that have been perhaps one, maybe two times 
throughout that entire period of 2012? Or I'm just trying to gauge what you mean 
by it would not be frequent. 

A It's not frequent that desk officers are in meetings with the Secretary 
in general at the State Department. I should also note that in 2012 I was on leave 
from March 29 until late July, so I was not actually on the desk or working during 
that time. 

Q So during that time period you would have no way of assessing at all 
the level of interest by the Secretary. Is that correct? 

A That's correct. 

Q Can you describe your personal involvement in either attending 
meetings or briefing the Secretary's senior staff regarding issues pertaining to 
Libya in 2012? 

A So, again, given the hierarchy and the operations in the State 
Department, it would be rare that a desk officer would be in meetings like that. 
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Usually it would be more senior people who would be doing those kinds of 
briefings. 

Q Okay. So you then don't have any firsthand personal knowledge of 
the level of involvement of the Secretary's senior staff in the period of 2012. 

Would that be a fair assessment? 

A So I don't recall specific incidences that I can point to you easily, but 
when you are working on an issue at the State Department you often have a pretty 
good sense for whether it's something that someone cares about on the seventh 
floor or not. And that's true in terms of what kinds of questions get down -- get 
reported down to you, what kind of briefings are asked, whether they make trips, 
whether they have senior -- other senior officials do trips. 

There is a way to tell when the seventh floor is interested in an issue, and I 
had always felt from the moment I started on the desk that there was a high-level 
interest from senior people of the Department. 

Q And who would you get that information from? Would that be 
something that you would learn through or 

others? 

A Questions? So there's also the SP staff, the Secretary's policy 
planning staff. They would ask questions. The P staff, so our under secretary 
for political affairs. Our deputy secretary's staff, they would ask questions. I 
would get those directly to me. And then I would also hear questions that were 
filtered through our assistant secretary, and they would be filtered down as well. 
And occasionally we would have - you know, we always had a weekly all-hands 
meeting with the assistant secretary, and in those meetings it also seemed quite 
clear that our assistant secretary was asked a lot of regular questions about what 
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was happening in Libya and that there was a high level of interest. 

Q Okay. Did you brief any of those, the under secretary for P or the 
policy people in the Secretary's staff, did you brief any of those individuals? 

A I was in very, very regular contact with their staff. So they would 
have one person who would cover NEA, and I would be in very close contact with 
that person. 

Q And who was that person on the policy side? 

A So, for instance, for our deputy secretary, that would have been 

People changed over time. There's one person in each school year, I 
suppose would be the way to say it, but those people are all people that I worked 
with very closely. 

Q And one last sort of area to explore on the February 9th email is the 
crux of that email is the problems with staffing on security measures in Benghazi. 
And what we're really trying to understand is, if Libya was so important within the 
State Department, why was security such a problem? And that's the crux of what 
this committee is looking for, is that if, as you've described, Libya was different, 
you know, why wasn't its security posture correspondingly different? 

Mr. Kenny. And just to be clear, this email refers to Benghazi. And I think 
your question -- 

BY MS. JACKSON: 

Q Benghazi. Yeah. 

A I guess i would have two responses to that question. The first is 
that this was not about whether or not we had adequate security per se, but 
whether we had adequate staffing per what the security professionals said was 
necessary to do off-compound movements. So this was not a discussion about 
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we don't have enough people to be safe there. It was a discussion about do we 
have the security, the Diplomatic Security, that was required in order for us to do 
off-compound movements which we think are important. 

The second thing is, the problem with - the staffing writ large is a really 
complicated issue, and unfortunately the State Department is not very flexible 
about how they move people around quickly. And this was a time of very high - a 
lot of dangerous places within NEA. So I think that was what was related to 
having it be so difficult in getting the people that Diplomatic Security said was 
needed in order for us to do these movements. 

Q I want to just go back to something that - to the first part of your 
answer to that. Isn't having a sufficient number of Diplomatic Security agents to 
move with a principal officer off compound part of the security? I mean, doesn't 
security encompass both the physical security of the grounds and the personal 
security of the people who are there? 

A So I would respond by saying that in response to that level, the 
people - the personal security was provided by maintaining and by requiring those 
people to be on the compound. This is not something that I'm an expert in in any 
way, this is just what Diplomatic Security said was necessary. Which is to say 
that this was not a conversation about us not having enough security. It was a 
conversation about the Diplomatic Security saying that we shouldn't do the type of 
off-compound movements that we wanted to do. 

Q So how were you going to achieve the political reporting if you 
couldn't move off compound? 

A Well, that's certainly what we were saying in this or what^^^f 
was proposing that^ say. That was a frustration from the policy side. 
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Q I want to move to one last exhibit in my remaining minutes, and it's 
item No. 14 in the stack that we sent. It's an August 17 information memo to the 
Secretary. And we're going to mark this as exhibit 8. 

Exhibit No. 8 

Was marked for identification.] 

BY MS. JACKSON: 

Q And I would note that the version that we sent to you, although 
marked confidential, has been reviewed by a classification authority, and it is now, 
the version that we're going to talk about, is redacted and releasable for public 
release. It bears document No. C05390124. 

A Yes, I see it. I have it. 

Q Okay. Let me first ask, Ms. did you have any part in 

drafting this memo? 

A Yes. 

Q Okay. And would you describe your role in drafting this memo? 

Who tasked you with doing it, what information you used to draft it, and what was 
its purpose. 

A I don't recall whether this was a memo where we were requested to 
do an info memo or whether it was something that we in NEA decided to do. Both 
would have been very, very possible in the circumstance. 

So normally I would do the first draft. I would share it with some 
colleagues within the State Department for their input. And then it would be 
paired up through my chain of command to my deputy director, my office director, 
our deputy assistant secretary, our principal assistant secretary, and then from 
acting Assistant Secretary Beth Jones, to who it came from, it was sent from, to 
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the Secretary. 

Q Okay. And do you recall who within NEA tasked you with drafting 
this memo? 

A So I have a vague recollection, but I do recall discussing it with 
our - with my office director, 

Q Okay. And do you recall what information you used to talk about, to 
write about the overall security situation and the uptick in violence? Were you 
relying on cables from post? Were you in contact with people on the ground in 
Benghazi? Where were you accumulating the information that you used as the 
basis of this memo? 

A So I would have used a range of sources normally, and I would 
imagine with this as well. I would have used reporting from post, potentially 
conversations from post, open source reporting, you know, whatever sources 
there were in order to get the most accurate information into this memo. 

Q And, again, i just want to clarify, what was the purpose of this 
memo? Why was there a need to write a memo like this? 

A So when there is something happening that seems significant that 
we want to make sure our principals have a full picture of we would write an info 
memo about those to get past sort of the things that they might see in other 
smaller reports. So that would be the purpose, to provide information about a 
changing -- a change or something that was happening within Libya. 

Q Just circling back a minute, you said earlier that you were on leave 
until July sometime of 2012. When was it in July that you returned? 

A I believe it was the third week of July. 

Q So you'd been back about 30 days at the time? 
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A I don't have the exact date with me. 

Q So you would have been back approximately 3 to 4 weeks at the 
time you're drafting this memo and it goes up to the Secretary? 

A That's right. 

Q You've described before that it was your personal assessment that 
the Secretary was involved in and maintained her level of involvement in Libya, so 
it kind of begs the question as to why you would have to write a memo like this if 
the Secretary has maintained a high level of visibility and engagement in Libya. 

A I guess I would disagree with the premise of that question. I think it 
is -- 1 think, in fact, it is when we think the Secretary is particularly interested in a 
topic that we tend to write these kinds of memos. 

So it was a complicated situation. What was causing the increase in the 
violence? How important was it? Was it something that was going to lead to 
anything in general or not? So it was a topic that warranted this kind of more 
in-depth report than you might get if you're just looking at spot reports or one-off 
reports on information. 

Q Do you recall whether or not you reviewed a particular cable that had 
been written on or about August 8 that was subtitled "The Guns of August"? 

A I'm sure - I do recall reviewing that cable. 

Q And did you use the information in that cable in any way to form the 
basis for the information that was in here? 

A I don't recall my exact process, but I certainly would expect that, yes, 

I did. 

Q There was another cable, a Benghazi EAC, that was issued on 
August 16th of that day. Do you remember if you saw that cable? 
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A I don't remember if I saw that cable. 

Q You recognize now the cable I'm referring to? You remember a 
cable on August 16th? 

A I believe I reviewed it. I believe I reviewed it in the preparation for 
this meeting. I believe it was captioned HlPDA (phonetic), which might not have 
been something that would have gone to me. 

Q So today you don't have a recollection of whether or not you saw that 
cable at the time it was issued? 

A That's right. I don't think that I did, but I can't recall. 

Q Was there any discussion within NEA in the drafting and issuing of 

this information memo for the Secretary, was there any discussion regarding 
closing or suspending operations in Benghazi? 

A I don't recall any such discussion. 

Q Were you aware of whether now Ambassador Stevens was 
considering closing Benghazi because of the uptick in violence? 

A No, I don't. In fact, to the contrary, I think Ambassador Stevens was 
working with us to try to come up with a policy case for establishing a more 
permanent presence in Benghazi. 

Q Was that the purpose of his trip? 

A I don't think so, but it may have been something he was thinking 
about, but I don't recall that being stated as a reason for his trip there. 

Q Were you aware that the Secretary was planning another trip to 
Libya in the fall of 2012? 

A I don't think that I was aware of that, but I'm not surprised or I 
wouldn't have been surprised if she had been. I don't recall it specifically, though. 
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Q You've described that you would have conversations with Envoy 
Stevens and then later Ambassador Stevens. Did he ever express to you his 
concerns over security, particularly in Benghazi? 

A He did not. 

Q At no time did he discuss security with you? 

A I do not recall him discussing concerns about security in Benghazi 
during this timeframe. 

Q It seemed that you emphasized the word "concerns." Did he 
discuss security generally with you or did I just misread your answer? 

A Well, I thought you had shifted the question to include, you know, 
general security. I mean, he may -- 1 don't recall during this time period a 
conversation with him about security in Benghazi. He was in Benghazi the 
previous year, and I don't have any specific recollection right now of something 
that was specifically about security then, but there may well have been 
discussions about various security issues. 

Q Were you aware that Ambassador Stevens was going to travel to 
Benghazi in September of 2012? 

A Yes. 

Q And what did you understand was the purpose of his trip? 

A Partly it was because we had a gap in coverage in Benghazi 

because we also were having difficulty getting permanent people there to cover 
the principal officer role. I knew that he wanted to go back there. He had spent 
a lot of time there in the previous year but hadn't been back since becoming 
Ambassador, as I recall. And so he was interested in reconnecting with a number 
of his contacts there as well. That's my understanding. 
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Q Did you know or have any understanding that he wanted to keep his 
trip low profile and not have it published or have publicity about it? 

A That generally would have been something that the security 
professionals would be -- would recommend. So I'm not surprised to hear that, 
but I don't recall it being a particular issue that we discussed. 

Q Is it your experience as a foreign service officer that when an 
ambassador travels, that he or she will have a higher level of security protection 
than, say, yourself as a foreign service officer or any other type of political econ 
reporting officer? 

A It really depends from place to place, but I would say generally that 
would be more common than not certainly. So I would say more generally yes, 
an ambassador would likely have more security than a working-level person. 

Q And then returning to the information memo that was sent to the 
Secretary, what happened after that? Were there any meetings convened? Was 
security discussed among NEA and DS or at higher levels in the State 
Department? What happened as a result of that memo? 

A So we wrote this memo as a policy memo in the sense of we were 
talking about security with regards to our policy work rather than talking about 
security with regards to our specific missions there. I am not aware of 
conversations or I don't recall conversations that resulted immediately following 
this memo regarding security for our missions in Libya. 

Q In my last minute or 2, can you describe when an information memo 
like this goes up to the Secretary, does it go - does it also get disseminated to 
other members of her senior staff? 

A I think so, but I don't know exactly as to how it's distributed. 
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Ms. Jackson. I'm out of time, right? Yeah, okay. 

Well, I am out of time with my questions, Thank you very 

much for your patience with us today and answering our questions today. And 
hopefully we will have you out of here soon. And we'll go off the record for just a 
minute as we change seats. 

[Discussion off the record.] 

Ms. Sawyer. We're going to go back on the record. We're certainly 
hopeful that we will not need our full half hour and that we can finish up with just 
some few remaining questions and let you go home after a long day. But thank 
you again for your patience. 

Ms. Could I make one more statement that's related to the last 

discussion we just had? 

Mr. Kenny. Please. 

Ms. Safai. do you want to -- 

Ms.^^^f. I'd just like to - 

Ms. Safai. Go ahead. 

Ms. That's okay. I'd just like to note that, you know, I had served 

in Iraq from 2006 to 2007, and I had also served in Saudi Arabia in our consulate 
in Dhahran soon after our consulate in Jeddah was attacked, where we had 
several local staff killed. When I was in Iraq, we were under regular threat of 
rocket fire. We slept in containers that didn't have hard cover, so we were really 
vulnerable to the rocket fire that was happening regularly the year I was there. 

Which is just to say that people working in the State Department, and 
particularly in NEA at this time, just had a lot of experience with being in places 
that were clearly not very safe places, but thinking that it was important for U.S. 






513 


77 

national interests and for our long-term security goals to do the work that we were 
doing. So we had a level of familiarity with being in very risky situations. That's 
all. 

Mr. Kenny. Thank you. That is a helpful clarification. 


BY MR. KENNY: 

Q Ms. also returning to where the discussion left off in the last 

hour, I'm going to refer to you exhibit 8, which is the August 17th information 
memorandum. And you were asked just a few minutes ago about - and I'll give 
you a second. Do you have the document ready? 

A I do. 

Q Okay. You were asked whether you had reviewed certain 
documents that had been disseminated in preparation of the drafting of this 
product. In particular you were asked about an August 1 5th Emergency Action 
Committee memorandum or cable. You were asked about a cable that was also 
written entitled "The Guns of August." 

For those types of products, would those have been cleared in any way 
through post? So in other words, would Embassy Tripoli have had eyes on those 
particular documents, the August 15th EAC, "The Guns of August" memo, before 
they were reported back in? 

A Yes, they would. 

Q And I understand it's a bit circular question asking if Embassy T ripoli 
is aware of the fact that Embassy T ripoli or the Special Mission wrote in, but the 
reason I'm asking that question is we're trying to understand who at post would 
have had familiarity with the types of issues that would have been contained in 
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those documents. And I understand that you've reviewed some of those and we 
hadn't prepared or put any of those documents directly in front of you here today, 
but I did want to ask whether you recall that either of those two documents had 
been viewed or cleared by either the deputy of chief of mission in Tripoli or the 
Ambassador himself. 

A I think that they certainly would have been reviewed by both the 
deputy chief of mission and the Ambassador, but I don't have any particular 
evidence that I'm thinking of. That would just be normal practice. 

Q Okay. So to the extent that that applies in this situation, would your 
understanding then be that the Ambassador and the DCM had an awareness of 
the issues that were raised in those documents? 

A Oh, yes, I would certainly think so. 

Q Okay. And then moving to this particular document, it is an 
information memo. The "from" is NEA Acting Assistant Secretary Jones. Would 
this document have also been run through Embassy Tripoli to your knowledge? 

A I just don't -- 1 don't remember. In theory, and this is something 
about the changing technology and how it affects our work, I think there's been a 
shift where in the past something like this would not have gone to T ripoli -- to the 
post, right. It would be a document produced in Washington for Washington. 

But since now so many things are so easily shared, we may well have shared it 
with post. And I would be -- 1 don't recall specifically, but I would expect that we 
had discussed it with post since we really considered them the experts on all this 
information. 

Q Okay. And it's our understanding that the Emergency Action 
Committee process, that recommendations can come out of that process for 
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changes in the security posture at post or other types of security-related 
recommendations. Would the information memo that you see here in exhibit 8, 
would that also have been a similar vehicle whereby certain recommendations 
would have also been included? 

A If there had been recommendations included we would have made it 
an action memo. 

Q Okay. And perhaps you can help me understand. 

A So as an information memo it only - sorry. 

Q No, please. 

A As an information memo it would just be providing information. It is 
quite distinct from an Emergency Action Committee meeting, which is very 
deliberately about the security of the people in the mission and what steps need to 
be taken related to that. 

Q Okay. And when you mentioned at the end of the last round that 
you viewed this document to be more of a policy document rather than a 
security-focused document on security resources, is that because the EAC, that 
cable, that process would have been the appropriate venue for those types of 
discussions? 

A I don't know that there's causality there, but this is a document about 
the security issues - or the security situation in the country rather than a 
document that talks about the security needs of our mission in the country. And I 
think of those as very distinct products, and I would be involved in the policy 
document, and I would be much less, if at all, involved in the other type of 
document. 

Q And the reason I'm just trying to talk about those two pieces in 
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context is a memo like this, where you described it as a policy memo, wouldn't 
then mean that Main State was ignoring, for instance, security needs or security 
requests that might flow from an EAC. Is that correct? 

A They would be -- could you perhaps just say the question again? 

Q Sure. Yeah. Sure. And I apologize if I'm being a little obtuse 

here. What I'm trying to understand is you had characterized this document as a 
policy document focused on policy, and for those of us outside of the State 
Department, outside of the foreign service officer world. I'm just trying to 
understand that there are different processes or vehicles for raising certain types 
of concerns. And the policy dimension would have been appropriate for a 
document like this, whereas a different type of set of recommendations or 
discussions, especially if they emanated from post, would have been appropriate 
for another process, such as the Emergency Action Committee, at this time. Is 
that correct? 


A Yes, I agree with that. 

Q Okay. 

Ms. Sawyer. And just to be clear, even setting aside that distinction, at 
face what I heard you saying was that at any point in time had there be a 
recommendation where you were seeking action at the Secretary's level, this 
would not have been just an information memo, but an action memo. Is that an 
accurate characterization? 

Ms. That is accurate, yes. 

BY MR. KENNY: 


Q And I guess just to -- maybe I'll try to summarize it a little bit better 
this time -- but this document doesn't show that NEA-MAG was ignoring security 
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concerns or security requests at the Special Mission. Is that a fair assessment? 

A I'm sorry. I missed part of that sentence. Could you repeat it? 

Q Sure. Again, I'm just trying, we have the EAC on the one hand, 

where a post makes specific recommendations about security concerns, security 
recommendations, and then we have a document such as this. And I'm just trying 
to understand, this document or any -- let's step back and not focus on this 
document. Let's just talk about NEA-MAG. NEA-MAG was not ignoring, 
somehow ignoring security concerns at the Special Mission Compound, or were 
they? 

A We were not ignoring security concerns in Libya. If our colleagues 
in Libya had said that they wanted something, we would have done whatever we 
could to try to get it for them. And this memo is not -- was not trying to get -- the 
intent of this memo was not to get more security resources for our mission in 
Libya. 

Q Okay. Thank you. 

Just real briefly before we move on, you had mentioned -- you were asked 
about Ambassador Stevens' views about continuing the Special Mission or a 
mission in Benghazi in light of security incidents and the deteriorating security 
environment in this August-September 2012 timeframe. And you referred to his 
efforts perhaps to seek a more permanent status for the Benghazi mission. Could 
you just elaborate on what your understanding of those efforts were at that point in 


time? 
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To the best of my recollection, it has been a few years. You 
know, we were working with our embassy in T ripoii, and specifically with 
Ambassador Stevens and DCM Hicks, on putting together the policy rationale for 
having a more permanent presence in Benghazi. 

BY MR. KENNY: 

Q Okay. And so, do you recall, for instance, in the late August, early 
September timeframe that Deputy Chief of Mission Hicks or Ambassador Stevens 
may have sent back to NEA-MAG that proposal, a draft proposal? 

A I believe that's right. I believe we then were, you know, working with 
that draft to provide, you know, our input to that to give to NEA-EX, which would 
be the place for that kind of resource request would most likely come from. 

Q And was your sense that Ambassador Stevens was being instructed 
to move that process along, or was that something that he himself supported and 
took some initiative in moving himself? 

A Oh, I understood it to be something that he believed was important. 

Q Okay. And so it didn't surprise you then that he may have sent a 
proposal back to Washington to have a permanent presence there even after 
some of these products we were discussing earlier, the information memo, the 
Emergency Action Committee meeting? 

A No, it didn't surprise me. 

Q Okay. And we didn't touch on this in our discussion in the previous 
hour about the mission in Benghazi, but did you understand especially you had 
mentioned a task force in an earlier round, did you understand there to be a 
counterterrorism imperative or rationale for being in Benghazi? 
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A I certainly thought there was a broad counterterrorism reason to be 
there in the sense of there are a lot of -- I'm just trying to remember what I thought 
at the time rather than what i've thought subsequent to that time. So, i guess, at 
the time, as far as I can recall, I thought it was -- 1 understood that there was a 
counterterrorism interest there, but I wasn't aware of the specifics of it. 

Q Okay. And I'll just follow up, one of the reasons I ask that question 
is, we have seen some reasons put forward or justifications on the 
counterterrorism front and, again, not being within the State Department FSO 
family, we're just trying to understand, it seems a little counterintuitive if you have 
the threat of extremism in a place that you'd also want to be there in order to 
address or counter that counterterrorism threat or the terrorism threat. 

is that something that you can help explain for us? if not, that's okay. 

A I mean, i really think we find in the world that where we're able to 
engage and where we're able to be present, we're better able to counter threats of 
terrorism than when we aren't present and we aren't on the ground. So just as a 
general principle, I think our national security interests are best served when we're 
able to be where these kinds of groups are forming and operating so that we can 
best counter them. 

Q Okay. And at this point. I'd like to shift gears and this will be the 
final portion of the minority's questions. 

And at the outset here, we'll just let you know that this, ours, the select 
committee is the eighth congressional investigation into the attacks, and it's our 
hope that it will be the last and final investigation. And therefore, we've been 
asking every single witness a series of public allegations that have been made 


about the attacks. 
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And while folks can speculate about the attacks, there's only a handful of 
people who do have the actual knowledge of what happened, both before, during, 
and after the attacks. And so what I'm going to ask you here is a series of 
questions and not looking for your opinion or speculation, but really whether you 
have firsthand knowledge. And if you don't, we can simply move on to the next 
allegation. But there are a dozen, so please bear with me. 

The first is, it has been alleged that Secretary of State Clinton Intentionally 
blocked military action on the night of the attacks. One Congressman has 
speculated that Secretary Clinton told Leon Panetta to stand down, and this 
resulted in the Defense Department not sending more assets to help in Benghazi. 

Do you have any evidence that Secretary of State Clinton ordered 
Secretary of Defense Panetta to stand down on the night of the attacks? 

A No. 

Q Do you have any evidence that Secretary of State Clinton issued any 
kind of order to Secretary of Defense Panetta on the night of the attacks? 

A No. 

Q Next, it has been alleged that Secretary Clinton personally signed an 

April 2012 cable denying security to Libya. The Washington Post Fact Checker 
evaluated this claim and gave it Four Pinocchio's, its highest award for false 
claims. 

Do you have any evidence that Secretary Clinton personally signed an 
April 2012 cable denying security resources to Libya? 

A No. 

Q Do you have any evidence that Secretary Clinton was personally 

involved in providing specific instruction on day-to-day security resources in 
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Benghazi? 

A No. 

Q Next, it has been alleged that Secretary Clinton misrepresented or 

fabricated intelligence on the risk posed by Qadhafi to his own people in order to 
garner support for military operations in spring 201 1 . 

Do you have any evidence that Secretary Clinton misrepresented or 
fabricated intelligence on the risk posed by Qadhafi to his own people in order to 
garner support for military operations in Libya in spring 201 1 ? 

A No. 

Q Next, it has been alleged that the U.S. Mission in Benghazi included 
transferring weapons to Syrian rebels or to other countries. Bipartisan report 
issued by the House Permanent Select Committee on intelligence found that, 
quote, "The CiA was not collecting and shipping arms from Libya to Syria," closed 
quote, and they found, quote, "no support for this allegation," closed quote. 

Do you have any evidence to contradict the House Intelligence Committee's 
bipartisan report finding that the CiA was not shipping arms from Libya to Syria? 

A No. 

Q Do you have any evidence that the U.S. facilities in Benghazi were 
being used to facilitate weapons transfers from Libya to Syria or to any other 
foreign country? 

A No. 

Q A team of CiA security personnel was temporarily delayed from 

departing the Annex on the night of the attacks to assist the Special Mission 

Compound, and there have been a number of allegations about the cause of and 
appropriateness of that delay. House Intelligence Committee issued a bipartisan 
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report concluding that the team was not ordered to, quote, "stand down," closed 
quote, but that instead there were tactical disagreements on the ground over how 
quickly to depart. 

Do you have any evidence that would contradict the House Intelligence 
Committee's finding that there was no stand-down order to CIA personnel? 

A No. 

Q Putting aside whether you agree with the decision or think it may 
have been the right decision, do you have any evidence that there was a bad or 
improper reason behind the temporary delay of CIA security personnel who 
departed the Annex to assist the Special Mission Compound? 

A No. 

Q Next, a concern has been raised by one individual that in the course 
of producing documents to the Accountability Review Board damaging documents 
may have been removed or scrubbed out of that production. 

Do you have any evidence that anyone at the State Department removed or 
scrubbed damaging documents from the materials that were provided to the ARB? 

A No. 

Q Do you have any evidence that anyone at the State Department 
directed anyone else at the State Department to remove or scrub damaging 
documents from materials that were provided to the ARB? 

A No. 

Q Let me ask these questions also for documents that were provided to 

Congress. Do you have any evidence that anyone at the State Department 
removed or scrubbed damaging documents from the materials that were provided 
to Congress? 
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A No. 

Q Next, it has been alleged that CIA Deputy Director Michael Morell 
altered unclassified talking points about the Benghazi attacks for political reasons 
and that he then misrepresented his actions when he told Congress that the CIA, 
quote, "faithfully performed our duties in accordance with the highest standards of 
objectivity and nonpartisanship," closed quote. 

Do you have any evidence that CIA Deputy Director Mike Morell gave false 
or intentionally misleading testimony to Congress about the Benghazi talking 
points? 

A No. 

Q Do you have any evidence that CIA Deputy Director Morell altered 
the talking points provided to Congress for political reasons? 

A No. 

Q Next, it has been alleged that Ambassador Susan Rice made a, 

quote, "intentional misrepresentation," closed quote, when she spoke on the 
Sunday talk shows about the Benghazi attacks. 

Do you have any evidence that Ambassador Rice intentionally 
misrepresented facts about the Benghazi attacks on the Sunday talk shows? 

A No. 

Q It has been alleged that the President of the U.S. was, quote, 

"virtually AWOL as commander in chief," closed quote, on the night of the attacks 
and that he was missing in action. 

Do you have any evidence to support the allegation that the President was 
virtually AWOL as commander in chief or missing in action on the night of the 


attacks? 
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A No. 

Q It has been alleged that a team of four U.S. military personnel at 
Embassy T ripoll on the night of the attacks who were considering flying on a 
second plane to Benghazi were ordered by their superiors to, quote, "stand down," 
closed quote, meaning to cease all operations. Military officials have stated that 
those four Individuals were Instead ordered to, quote, "remain In place," closed 
quote. In Tripoli to provide security and medical assistance In their location. 

Republican staff report Issued by the House Armed Services Committee 
found that, quote, "There was no stand-down order Issued to U.S. military 
personnel In T ripoll who sought to join the fight In Benghazi," closed quote. Do 
you have any evidence to contradict the conclusion of the House Armed Services 
Committee that there was no stand-down order Issued to U.S. military personnel In 
T ripoll who sought to join the fight In Benghazi? 

A No. 

Q We are almost at the end. I know It's been a long day. This Is 
actually the last one. 

It has been alleged that the military failed to deploy assets on the night of 
the attack that would have saved lives. However, former Republican 
Congressman Howard Buck McKeon, the former chairman of the House Armed 
Services Committee, conducted a review of the attacks, after which he stated, 
quote, "Given where the troops were, how quickly the thing all happened, and how 
quickly It dissipated, we probably couldn't have done more than we did," closed 
quote. 

Do you have any evidence to contradict Congressman McKeon's 


conclusion? 
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A No. 

Q Do you have any evidence that the Pentagon had military assets 

available to them on the night of the attacks that could have saved lives but that 
the Pentagon leadership intentionally decided not to deploy? 

A No. 

Mr. Kenny. And with that, we'll just take a quick moment to thank you once 

again. 

Ms. Sawyer. Yeah. Thank you very much for your patience. We know 
it's late there, but I did want to just give you the opportunity now that you have 
patiently sat through and answered all of our questions if there's really anything 
you wanted to add before we go off the record. 

Ms.^^^^ No. I think i'm all done. Thank you. 

Ms. Sawyer. Great. Well, thank you again. Please be safe getting 
home, and thank you so much for your past and continued service to the country. 

Ms.^^^^ Thank you. 

Mr. Kenny. We'll go off the record. 

[Whereupon, at 1 1 :47 a.m., the interview was concluded.] 
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EXHIBIT 1 

STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE. 

REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER. 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 


luesday^eptember 1 1 , 2012 6:08 PM 

^om^emEA that are being drafted now for Magariaf and 


Thanks 


From: I 

Se nt: Tuesday, Septe mber 11, 2012 6:06 PM 

Subject: points per NEA that are being drafted now for Magariaf and 


Main points of the call: 


• Get security to our Embassy in Tripoli as fast as possible. We understand there are threats being posted in social 
media now. 

• We need help in Benghazi - Ambassador Stevens is still missing. 


4 
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EXHIBIT 2 

STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE. 

REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER. 


From: 

Sent; 

To: 

Subject: 



egtember 11, 2012 7:57 PM 

NEA-Staff-Assistants-DL; NEA-MAG-DL; Maxwell, Raymond D 

compound In Benghazi is underfire 


Classification: 

SensitivityCode; 

SMARTCategory: 


UNCLASSIFIED 

Sensitive 

Working 


Thanks - passed to PDAS. A/S still in SVTC. 



rasSant 

1 0 state.gov 

^ rov.go 
Office: 202-647-^16^^ 
Blackberry; 



Sensitive 

This email is UNCLASSIFIED. 


From; I 

Sent: Tuesday, September 11, 2012 7:55 PM 

To: NEA-Staff-toistants-DL; NEA-MAG-DL; Maxwell, Raymond D 

Subject: compound in Benghazi is under fire 


Through intel channels. 

That is where everyone is now . 
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EXHIBIT 3 

SCB 000029 


From: 

Sent 

To: 

Cc: 



Tuesday. September IX 2012 10:32 PM 
Fishman. Benjamin L 


Ops our mole in Ops) tells us Jeff is already on the phone with Beth to pass along some Info he's gleaned. Qatar 
might be a good avenue. 


From: Fishman, Benjamin 1. (■HIIIIIIIH 
Se nt; Tuesday, Septem ber l]^oTno!!^^1 

Subject: RE: statement from the GNC 


Our Turkey people will reach out and coordinate with EUR presumably. 

Another thought. Has someone notified Jeff? Amongotherthings, he could callthe Qataris wholthinkaretheonly 
others in Benghazi with resources and potential information. Not sure that's the right channel but at least worth 
considering. 


From: 

Sent: Tuesday, September 11, 2012 9:45 PM 
To: Fishman, Benjamin I. 

Sutqect: RE: statement from the GNC 

That's a good idea. I'll check In with Ops 


From: Hshman, Benjamin I. 

Sent: Tuesday, September 11, 2012 9:28 PM 

ToiHHUBI 

Subject: RE: statement from the GNC 


Has there been any thought to outreach to Turkey to see what they may have present in Benghazi? I can't think of any 
others who might be in a position to help if needed. 


From : 

Sent: Tuesday, September 11, 2012 9:26 PM 
To: Rshman, Benjamin I. 

Sutqect: RE: statement from the GNC 

Nothing we're waiting for an update from the special folks. 

I bet Kennedy is worried about further repercussions and attacks if US military is too obvious. 


From: Fishman, Benjamin 1. 

Se nt: Tuesday, Septe mber 11, 2012 9:19 PM 

Subject: RE: statement from the GNC 


You don't have anything further on Chris, right? I was sitting in that meeting for two hours. 


i 
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SCB 000030 

I don't know why Pat Kennedy is so concerned about what extra securit y folks are wearing. Does that come from Greg? 
The time for being overly sei^ltfve to Libyan concerns about military appearances seems to be over. 


From : 

Sent: Tuesday, September 11, 2012 9:17 PM 
To: Rshman, Benjamin I.; | 

Subject: RE: statement from the GNC 


Thanks Ben.... 


From: Rshman, Benjamin 1. J 
Sent: Tuesday, September ll7 

To:i^^HiHiC 

Subject: statement from the GNC 


For what it's worth, ^^^^^^^|sent this to me. 

I got a separate call from Congressman close to Magariaf, who claimed Feb 17 has Chris and he's 

alive, according to MOI. Clearly don't know reliatMlity. 


If you need anything from here, let me kr>ow. 
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EXHIBIT 4 

STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE. 

REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER. 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 


Monday, September 17, 2012 2:18 PM 


RE: Libya PG 


Off the reservation on five networks! 


From; 

Sen t: Monday, September 17, 2012 2:17 PM 

To; 

Subject; RE: Libya PG 

Yup. Luckiiy there's enough in her ianguage to fudge exactiy what she said/meant. 


This emai! is UNCLASSIFIED. 


From: 

Sent^tondav^eotembei^^Ol^^l^fl 

To; 

Subject; RE: Libya PG 

1 think Rice was off the reservation on this one. 


From: 

Sent: Monday, September 17, 2012 2:05 PM 

To; 



Subject; RE: Libya PG 



Toria planned on walking it back Just a bit, though. 


This email is UNCLASSIFIED. 


From; 

SentjMonday^eotemberl7^0122^ PM 

To: 

cc: 

Subject: Re: Libya PG 

The horse has left the barn on this, don't you think? Rice was on FIVE Sunday Morning shows yesterday saying this. 
Tough to walk back. 


From: 

Sent: Monday, September 17, 2012 01:59 PM 

24 
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Key Points 

The currently available information suggests that the demonstrations in B,epgb;a2i y/^re spontairveotfsly inspired by 
the protests at Me U.S. ihi;S;a'Ssytfi Cairo and evolved into a direct assault against the U.S. mission and subsequently its 
annex. There are indications that extremists participated in the violent demonstrations. 

This assessment may change as additional information is collected and analyzed and as currently available 
information continues to be evaluated. 

The investigation is ongoing, and the U.S. Government is working with Libyan authorities to bring to justice those 
responsible for the deaths of U.S. citizens. 

Q: Do we have any confirmation of the names and condition of those injured in Benghazi yet? 


Due to privacy considerations, I have no comment. 

Q: Can we confirm the authenticity of the cell-phone video of Amb. Stephens? 

25 
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STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE. 

REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER. 

We cannot confirm the authenticity of the video. 

Q: Do we have any adjustments in the time line, sequence of events in Benghazi? 

As I said, there is an ongoing investigation and I am not going to comment any further at this time. 
Q: Has the FBI provided any investigation updates? Has the FBI been able to even reach Benghazi yet? 

I refer you to the Department of Justice for information on the ongoing investigation. 



Cc: M_Clearance 
Subject: RE: Libya PG 


HI - 1 made some tweaks. I am not keen on the first point, even as I edited it, but don't have 
any better suggestions. Maybe was not “planned well in advance." ? 

The rest of it looks good. 

I added DS to this message also. 

Thanks. M/PRI 




Subject: Libya PG 
Importance: High 


Hi Everyone - 

Please see the below PG on Libya. This is all I really have for today. 
Thanks, 
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STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE. 

REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER. 


NEA Press Guidance 
September 17, 2012 

Libya: Update on Investigation on Attack in Benghazi 


Key Points 

• We will continue to wait for the findings of the ongoing FBI investigation before 
reaching a final conclusion, but at this preliminary stage, -tmey we have not yet seen any 
signs that the attack on our consulate in Benghazi was other than spontaneous. 
pr e m e d i tat e d, or coordinat e d. 

• I have nothing more for you due to the ongoing FBI investigation. 

Q: Do we have any confirmation of the names and condition of those injured in 
Benghazi yet? 

• Due to privacy considerations, I have no comment. 

Q: Can we confirm the authenticity of the cell-phone video of Amb. Stephens? 

• We cannot confirm the authenticity of the video. 

Q: Do we have any adjustments in the time line, sequence of events in Benghazi? 

• As we have said, there is an ongoing investigation into the tragic events that 
occurred in Benghazi, and I am not going to comment any further at this time. 

Q: Has the FBI provided any investigation updates? Has the FBI been able to even 
reach Benghazi yet? 

• I refer you to the Department of Justice for information on the ongoing 
investigation. 



Press Officer j Bureau of Near Eastern Affairs 


U.S. Department of State 


2201 C St, NW Rm 2234, Washington, DC 20520 i 2: 202.647.4184 I S: 
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EXHIBIT 5 


C05580618 








C05580618 


From I 

Sent; Monday, September 17, 2012 2:02 PM 

Tof 

<=‘^=1 

Subject: Ke: Libya PG 

The horse has left the barn on this, don’t you think? Rice was on FIVE Sunday Morning shows yesterday saying this. 
Tough to walk back. 



- per my call. Note sure we want to be so definitive - what does A/S Jones say? 


From| 

Sent: Monday, September 17, 2012 1:41 PM 

SJ 

Subject: RE: Libya PG 


I really hope this was revised. I don't think we should go on the record on this. 



Cc: M_Clearance 
Subject: Re: Libya PG 


This is actually the most recent. Just saw NSS language, which ! used as the key points here. 
NEA Press Guidance 


September 17, 2012 


Libya; Update on Investigation on Attack in Benghazi 


Key Points 

The currently available information suggests that the demonstrations in |#ngl5:82i,were spontaneously inspired by 
the protests at the U.S. Embassy in Cairo and evolved into a direct assault against the U.S. mission and subsequently its 
annex. There are indications that extremists participated in the violent demonstrations. 

This assessment may change as additional information is collected and analyzed and as currently available 
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C05580618 

information continues to be evaluated. 

The investigation is ongoing, and the U.S. Government is working with Libyan authorities to bring to justice those 
responsible for the deaths of U.S. citizens. 

Q: Do we have any confirmation of the names and condition of those injured in Benghazi yet? 

Due to privacy considerations, i have no comment. 

Q; Can we confirm the authenticity of the cell-phone video of Amb. Stephens? 

We cannot confirm the authenticity of the video. 

Q: Do we have any adjustments in the time line, sequence of events in Benghazi? 

As I said, there is an ongoing investigation and i am not going to comment any further at this time. 

Q: Has the FBI provided any investigation updates? Has the FBI been able to even reach Benghazi yet? 

I refer you to the Department of Justice for information on the ongoing investigation. 



Cc: M_C!earance 
Subject: RE: Libya PG 


HI - 1 made some tweaks. I am not keen on the first point, even as 1 edited it, but don’t have 
any better suggestions. Maybe was not "planned well in advance.” ? 

The rest of it looks good. 

I added DS to this message also. 

ThQnks,^^^^^^H M/PRI 


From I 

Sent; Monday, September 17, 2012 12:13 PM 
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C05580618 



Importance: High 
Hi Everyone - 

Please see the below PG on Libya. This is all I really have for today. 
Thanks, 


NEA Press Guidance 
September 17, 2012 

Libya: Update on investigation on Attack in Benghazi 


Key Points 

• We will continue to wait for the findings of the ongoing FBI investigation before 
reaching a final conclusion, but at this preliminary stage, -tirneT we have not yet seen any 
signs that the attack on our consulate in Benghazi was other than spontaneous. 

• I have nothing more for you due to the ongoing FBI investigation. 

Q: Do we have any confirmation of the names and condition of those injured in 
Benghazi yet? 

• Due to privacy considerations, I have no comment. 

Q: Can we confirm the authenticity of the ceii-phone video of Amb. Stephens? 

• We cannot confirm the authenticity of the video. 

Q; Do we have any adjustments in the time iine, sequence of events in Benghazi? 

• As we have said, there is an ongoing investigation into the tragic events that 
occurred in Benghazi, and I am not going to comment any further at this time. 

Q: Has the FBi provided any investigation updates? Has the FBI been able to even 
reach Benghazi yet? 
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'C05580618 


• I refer you to the Department of Justice for information on the ongoing 

investigation. 


Press Officer \ Bureau of Near Eastern Affairs | U.S. Department of State 

2201 C St, NW Rm 2234, Washington, DC 20520 | »: 202.647.4184 | ^ 
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EXHIBIT 6 

STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE. 

REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER. 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 



RE: Libya PG 


Yes! 


From: 

Sent: Monday, September 17, 2012 1:47 PM 

To: I 
Cc: I 

Subject; RE: Libya PG 


This is what I think we should go with. 


There is an ongoing FBI investigation. We are iooking to that investigation to give us the definitive word as to what 
transpired. 


I Press Officer I Bureau of Near Eastern Affairs | U.S. Department of state 

2201 C St, NW Rm 2234, Washington, DC 20520 i S: 202.647.4184 | 


From: 

Sent: Monday, September 17, 2012 1:41 PM 

To: 

Cc:| 

Subject: RE: Libya PG 


I really hope this was revised. I don't think we should go on the record on this. 




Cc: M_Clearance 
Subject: Re: Libya PG 

This is actually the most recent. Just saw NSS language, which I used as the key points here. 
NEA Press Guidance 
September 17,2012 


Libya: Update on Investigation on Attack in Benghazi 
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STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE. 

REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER. 


Key Points 

The currently available information suggests that the demonstrations in Benghazi were spontaneously inspired by 
the protests gt the U,5.,fm'^assy1n Cairo and evolved into a direct assault against the U.5. mission and subsequently its 
annex. There are indications that extremists participated in the violent demonstrations. 

This assessment may change as additional information is collected and analyzed and as currently available 
information continues to be evaluated. 

The investigation is ongoing, and the U.S. Government is working with Libyan authorities to bring to justice those 
responsible for the deaths of U.S. citizens. 

Q: Do we have any confirmation of the names and condition of those injured in Benghazi yet? 


Due to privacy considerations, I have no comment. 

Q: Can we confirm the authenticity of the cell-phone video of Amb. Stephens? 


We cannot confirm the authenticity of the video, 

Q: Do we have any adjustments in the time line, sequence of events in Benghazi? 


As I said, there is an ongoing investigation and I am not going to comment any further at this time. 
Q: Has the FBI provided any investigation updates? Has the FBI been able to even reach Benghazi yet? 


I refer you to the Department of Justice for information on the ongoing investigation. 


From: | 

Se nt: Monday, Septe mber 17, 2012 12:34 PM 
To: Meehan, Bernadette P 

CAPRESSREQUESTSi 


I NEA-LIBYADESK; 


Cc: M_Clearance 
Subject: RE: Libya PG 


HI - 1 made some tweaks. I am not keen on the first point, even as I edited it, but don’t have 
any better suggestions. Maybe was not “planned well in advance," ? 

The rest of it looks good. 
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I added DS to this message also. 


Thanks, 


[, M/PRI 


From : | 

Sent: Monday, September 17, 2012 12:13 PM 
To: Meehan, Bernadette; NEA-UBYADESK; CAPRESSREQUESTS; | 


Subject: Libya PG 
Importance: High 


Hi Everyone - 


Please see the below PG on Libya. This is all I really have for today. 


Thanks, 


NEA Press Guidance 
September 17, 2012 

Libya: Update on Investigation on Attack in Benghazi 


Key Points 


• We will continue to wait for the findings of the ongoing FBI investigation before 

reaching a final conclusion, but at this preliminary stage, -ttmer we have not yet seen any 
signs that the attack on our consulate in Benghazi was other than spontaneous. 


• I have nothing more for you due to the ongoing FBI investigation. 

Q: Do we have any confirmation of the names and condition of those injured in 
Benghazi yet? 

• Due to privacy considerations, I have no comment. 

Q: Can we confirm the authenticity of the cell-phone video of Amb. Stephens? 

• We cannot confirm the authenticity of the video. 
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STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE. 

REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER. 

Q: Do we have any adjustments in the time iine, sequence of events in Benghazi? 

• As we have said, there is an ongoing investigation into the tragic events that 
occurred in Benghazi, and I am not going to comment any further at this time. 

Q: Has the FBi provided any investigation updates? Has the FBi been abie to even 
reach Benghazi yet? 

• 1 refer you to the Department of Justice for information on the ongoing 
investigation. 


! Press Officer | 


Bureau of Near Eastern Affairs | U.S. Department of State 


2201 CSt, NW Rm 2234, Washington, DC 20520 | «: 202.647.4184 | 0: 


state.Qov 
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EXHIBIT 7 



Subject: RE; draft email for your clearance: (SBU) Lack of Security Staffing at Benghazi undermining 

mission 

Categories: Working 

Classification: UNCLASSIFIED 

SensitivityCode: Sensitive 

Also, the Secretary asked last week if we still have a presence in Benghazi - 1 think she would be upset to hear that yes 
we do but because we don't have enough security they are on lockdown. 

SBU 

This email is UNCLASSIFIED. 


Sent: Thursday, heoruary 09, 2012 3:25 PM 
To; NEA-MAG-QBYA 

Subject: FW: draft email for your clearance: (SBU) Lack of Security Staffing at Benghazi undermining mission 


SBU 

This email is UNCLASSIFIED. 


Subject: draft email for your clearance: (SBU) Lack of Security Staffing at Benghazi undermining mission 


Let me know if this works and whether you want to consult with^^|or EX before sending this to the FO. Another issue 
to keep in mind is Embassy Tunis’ longstanding request for an A/RSO. If we ask JDF to present this to M, we might get 
asked which would be our top priority within MAG. (That's not a fair question of course, because Tunis Is asking for a 
permanent A/RSO FTE, whereas we are looking for a solid commitment of 4 TDY DS agents through the end of the year.} 

Thanks. 


We determined early on that It was important to us to maintain a presence in Benghazi to engage with the TNC and 
keep an eye on political and security developments in the east. The mission in Benghazi has also allowed PM and USAID 
to conduct periodic TDYs in the east to further develop their contacts and monitor progress on our MANPADS, elections 
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and civil society assistance programs. The simmering protests in Benghazi and the east against the TNC and local 
councils over the last few weeks (along with violent unrest in Bani Wali in the west) have shaken the interim 
government, and illustrated the importance of maintaining a broad base of contacts and visibility outside of Tripoli. 

Unfortunately, DS staffing is becoming a recurring problem in Benghazi. At the current security threat level, Benghazi 
needs a minimum of four agents to support moves out of town (3 to accompany the Principal Officer or TOY officer, and 
1 to remain on compound with the IRM/management person). Post needs a minimum of three agents to facilitate one 
movement at a time in town, and one to remain on compound. 

DS staffing has dropped to two agents several times over the last few months between rotations, which has prevented 
the PO from leaving the compound. DS tells post it is unlikely they can fully staff Benghazi due to broader staffing 
challenges across NEA, and has suggested we adjust our expectations about movements and outreach. 

The fluid security situation makes it unlikely that RSO and EAC will decide to significantly ease the security profile in the 
immediate future. If DS cannot or will not allocate the right resources for Benghazi, we may want to push back with M 
to force a discussion about OS's decision. If there is no recourse, we should reconsider whether we keep the mission 
going. There is very little reason to maintain the expense if our people are going to be trapped on the compound and 
unable to get around. 



n»'puLy l')inn'lor, Olfiiv ol' Maghreb .'Xffairs 
Bureau of Near Basiern AfCniis 
U.S. DepaitiuenL of Stale 
(O) 202-647-4675 (1-) 202-736-44(10 


SBU 

This email is UNCLASSIFIED. 
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UNCLASSIFIED U.S. Department of state Case No. 0-2015-15055 Doc No. C05390124 Date: 10/13/2015 ' 
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201214940 Rev. 1 

Unitecil States Department of State 

WfSShingten, D.C 20529 


CONFroENTlAL 
DECL: 08/16/2022 


[RELEASE IN FULLftUgUSt 17, 2012 


INFORMATION MEMO FOR THE SECRETARY 
FROM: NEA - Beth Jones, Acting 

SUBJECT: (C) Security Situation in Libya: A Spike in Violence or a New 
Normal? 

Overall Security Situation 

(C) Libya has experienced an upward trend in violence - primarily but not 
exclusively in the east - since May. It is not yet clear if this trend will reverse 
itself as earlier ones have over the past year or if, in eastern Libya at least, it 
constitutes a new normal. The ongoing presence of militias is a complicating 

factor, both providing security in many areas where the national government 

cannot, and undercutting it in others. Militias were seen as a constructive torce 
during the July 7 elections for the General National Congress. The central security 
services are still being reconstituted and do not have the capacity to force the 
militias under a national authority. While unpredictable security conditions restrict 
the movement of U.S. government personnel, they have not limited our assistance 
work. The violence has not targeted the oil and gas inirastructure. 

Uptkh in Violence, Primarily in Eastern Libya 

(SBU) Since May, there has been a spike in violent incidents, including 
bombings, abductions, assassinations, and car-jackings. The attachment lists the 
major events, which include a June 6 bombing at the U.S. Mission in Benghazi and 
an August 6 attempted car-jacking of embassy personnel in Tripoli. Recently, 
foreign residents of Bengliazi have expressed concern about the risks of living and 
-working-lbere— Injesponse-to-five att^S-sinceMay,^ the .Inteinatioiml Committee 
of the Red Cross (ICRQ withdrew its personnel from Benghazi and Misiata in 
early August, but continued work in the rest of Libya. The ICRC country director 
believes international organizations in Libya have underestimated the recent rise in 
violence out of a shared sense of optimism. 

REVIEW AUTHORITY: Charles Daris, Senior Reviewer 
CONFIDENTIAL 

Classified by: NEA Assistant Secretary Beth Jones, Acting 
E.O. 13526, Reasons: 1 .4 (b) and (d) 
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Embaldeneci but Randoimi 

(C) The variety of the violence points to the overall lack of effective security 
Institutions, particularly in the east. Local contacts blame pro-Qadhafi element 
efforts to destabilize the government, militia vigilante action, extremist Islamist 
groups settling scores, and criminally motivated thugs for most of the incidents. 
The distance from the already weak central security services, feelings of 
marginalization from the central government, and a history of Islamist extremism 
in some eastern towns all seem to contribute to a permissive environment where 
disparate motivations for violence have found fertile ground in which to germinate. 
The national Supreme Security Council - a post-revolutionary coalition of militia 
elements cobbled into a single force and designed to provide interim security in 
Benghazi — has had limited success as a stabilizing force. 


(C) The government seems largely unable to gather intelligence in advance 
of attacks and central security services appear intimidated by the local militias, in 
some cases tacitly ceding their authority to them. Some actors see the weak 
response from the government and feel they can act with increasing impunity. The 
sense of lawlessness encourages spoilers, predators, and other disruptive players to 



The Transition Requires Security 

(C) Benghazi was once palpably safer than Tripoli, but in the absence of a 
national political consensus on fundamental issues, lawlessness is increasing. 

The newly seated General National Congress should address the security situation 
directly to reassert control. Despite the urgency, however, the government’s 
response is likely to continue to be hesitant and tentative, as it focuses on 
maintaining momentum and cohesion for the challenging political transition it is 
undertaking. Efforts to rebuild the national military and police forces (including 
the incorporation of some militias into the national forces) will need to proceed in 
step with efforts to create the right package of educational, vocational, and 
monetary incentives to demobilize, disarm, and reintegrate the revolutionary 
fighters into civilian life. We are working to assist the Libyans through advice on 
disarmantenr, deiiKsbilizatiotr, andreintegration-and-reconstituting elements-of their 
national security forces through capacity building for counterterrorism and border 


security activities through classroom and field training. 


(C) Despite the worrisome aspects of this increase in violence, there is no 
coordinated organization behind the incidents. Ethnic, sectarian, and tribal 
differences have not been major factors in causing or exacerbating the violence; in 
fact, there is some evidence that traditional tribal structures are helping to contain 
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Ms. Jackson . This is a tnanscnibed interview of Ambassador 
Jeffrey Feltman conducted by the House Select Committee on Benghazi. 
This interview is being conducted voluntarily as part of the 
committee's investigation into the attacks on the U.S. diplomatic 
facilities in Benghazi, Libya, and matters related to it, pursuant to 
House Resolution 567 of the 113th Congress and House Resolution 5 of 
the 114th Congress. 

Ambassador Feltman, could you give us your name, please, for the 
record . 

Mr. Feltman . Jeffrey David Feltman. 

Ms. Jackson. And, Ambassador Feltman, please accept our thanks 
for being here today and your appearance before this interview. 

I've introduced myself before but, again, I'm Sharon Jackson, and 
I am with the committee's majority staff. 

And then we'll have everyone go around the table and introduce 
themselves for the record. You are accompanied here today by -- 

Mr. Snyder. Eric Snyder, State Department. 

Ms. Deck. Laura Deck, State Department. 

Ms. O'Brien. Erin O'Brien, minority staff. 

Mr. Desai . Ronak Desai, minority staff. 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. I'm Susanne Sachsman Grooms with the 
minority. 

Ms. Betz . Kim Betz with the majority staff. 

Ms. Jackson . Before we begin -- we'll see who's knocking on the 
door. We just did the introductions, sir, could you introduce 
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yourself? 

Mn. Kenny. Peten Kenny, minority staff. 

Ms. iackson . Before we begin, I'd like to go over the ground 
rules and explain how the interview will proceed. The way the 
questioning proceeds is that a member from the majority will ask 
questions for up to an hour, and then the minority staff will have an 
opportunity to ask questions for an equal period of time if they choose. 
We generally adhere to this 1-hour time limit to each side. We've made 
some adjustments in the past, but we generally go back and forth an 
hour at a time. 

Questions may only be asked by a member of the committee or a 
designated staff member. And, again, we will rotate back and forth 
1 hour per side until we are out of questions and the interview will 
be over. 

Unlike a testimony or a deposition in Federal court, the committee 
format is not bound by the rules of evidence. The witness or their 
counsel may raise objections for privilege, which would be subject to 
review by the chairman of the committee. If these objections cannot 
be resolved in the interview, the witness can be required to return 
for a deposition or a hearing. 

Members and staff of the committee, however, are not permitted 
to raise objections when the other side is asking questions. This is 
not an issue that we really encounter, but it is a rule that we are 
governed by. 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. It's not actually a rule. Procedure. 
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Ms. Jackson . It's a pnocedune. 

So this session is to begin as unclassified. So if any question 
calls fon a classified answer, please let us know and we can reserve 
it until we move to a classified setting. And we have a classified 
setting reserved for this afternoon. 

You are welcome to confer with counsel at any time throughout the 
interview, but if something just needs to be clarified, we ask that 
you make this known. If you need to discuss anything with counsel who 
has accompanied you today, we will go off the record and stop the clock 
and provide you that opportunity. 

We will take a break whenever it's convenient for you. This can 
be --we typically do this after every hour of questioning, but it can 
be whenever you prefer. If you need anything, such as a glass of water 
or the use of the facilities or to confer with counsel, please just 
let us know and we'll go off the record, stop the clock, and allow you 
to do that. We're trying to make this process as easy and as 
comfortable as possible. 

As you can see, we have an official reporter who is taking down 
everything that you say and I say to make a written record, so we ask 
that you give verbal responses to all questions as opposed to nods of 
the head or shakes of the head. And I'm going to ask the reporter to 
please feel free to jump in in case you respond nonverbally. 

Similarly, we should try and not talk over each other so it's 
easier to get a clear record. We want to make sure that your questions 
are the most complete and truthful and that we get them down in order. 
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So we'll take oun time during this interview and repeat or clarify 
questions if necessary. If for any reason you don't hear all of the 
question or don't understand it or just need it clarified in some way, 
please just make it known. We'll be happy to clarify or repeat our 
questions . 

We are trying to get the most complete and truthful answers to 
the questions that we have today. So if you honestly don't know an 
answer to a question or don't remember, it's best not to guess, but 
we do ask that you give us your best recollection. And if there are 
things that you do not know or can't remember, please, if you can, inform 
us as to who might have that information and be able to provide a more 
complete answer to the question. 

And now, there are a few rules that do govern us. Do you 
understand that you're required to answer questions from Congress 
truthfully? 

Mr. Feltman . Yes. 

Ms. lackson . Do you also understand that this applies to 
questions posed by congressional staff in an interview? 

Mr. Feltman . Yes. 

Ms. lackson . Do you understand that witnesses that knowingly 
provide false testimony could be subject to criminal prosecution for 
perjury or making false statements? 

Mr. Feltman . Yes. 

Ms. Jackson . Is there any reason you'd be unable to provide 
truthful answers to today's questions? 
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Mn. Feltman . No. 

Ms. Jackson . Okay. Well, that's the end of the preamble. 

Does the minority have anything that they would like to add at 
this time? 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. I think we just wanted to thank you for 
coming in. I understand that you are at the U.N. now, not a 
U.S. Government employee, and that you were only in country for a couple 
of days, and so we've really taken a big chunk of that timeout of your 
December, so I really appreciate your taking the time to come in. 

Mr. Feltman . Thank you. Yes, I am traveling to Central Asia 
tomorrow, and that's why I have a small suitcase. I start the trip 
today. 

Ms. Jackson . Okay. I see that the clock says 8:36, and so I will 
begin the first hour of questioning. 

EXAMINATION 

BY MS. JACKSON: 

Q Ambassador Feltman, you are currently at the U.N. What is 
your position there? 

A I'm Under Secretary General for Political Affairs. 

Q And, generally, what does that entail? 

A It would be akin to being sort of a foreign minister or 

Secretary of State if the U.N. were a country. So I'm the chief foreign 
policy adviser to the Secretary General. I oversee the diplomatic and 
political work of the United Nations globally. That's different from, 
say, development work or humanitarian work; it's the political and 
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diplomatic work that I oversee. 

Q And you've been in that position since early Duly of 2012? 

A Duly 2, 2012. 

Q Okay. And you had been with the State Department for 
approximately 30 years before that? 

A A little bit less, something like 27 years. 

Q And what was your last position with the State Department? 

A The Assistant Secretary of State for Near Eastern Affairs. 

Q And how long did you have that position? 

A I had that position from -- confirmed in, I believe, 
August 2009 up until my retirement from the State Department in 
May 2012. 

Q Okay. And what were your duties and responsibilities as 
the Assistant Secretary for Near Eastern Affairs? 

A To oversee the U.S. diplomatic relationships or U.S. 
political interests in the 19 countries that fell into that bureau's 
responsibility. That's the area of the world starting from Morocco 
stretching through Iran. 

Q And that included Libya? 

A And that included Libya. 

Q Okay. Where had you been posted prior to becoming the --or 
what positions did you have prior to becoming the Assistant Secretary 
of State for Near Eastern Affairs within the State Department? 

A I was acting in that position from December 2008 until my 
confirmation in August, so I was acting for several months. Before 
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that, I was Principal Deputy Assistant Secnetany of State, which is 
the number two in the Near East Bureau. That was from February 2008 
until December 2008 when I became acting Assistant Secretary. Before 
that, I was the U.S. Ambassador to the Republic of Lebanon from 2004 
to 2008. I've also served in lerusalem; Tel Aviv; Baghdad; Amman, 
Iordan; Tunis, Tunisia. Those were my postings in those 
particular -- in that particular area. 

Q Ambassador Feltman, I want to direct your attention to 
September 11, 2012. Where were you on that night? Were you at the 
U.N.? Were you in the United States, or were you traveling? 

A I was in New York. I was at the United Nations during 
office hours and then at home in my apartment after office hours. 

Q Okay. And how did you learn about the attacks in Benghazi? 

A I had called the State Department on some other business, 

U.N. business, and I had talked to Liz Dibble, the Principal Deputy 
Assistant Secretary of State at the time, on -- I don't remember what 
the issue was I called her about. And she said: By the way, there's 
an attack going on at the U.S. Mission -- the U.S. office in Benghazi. 

And that was how I first heard about it was from a former colleague 
from the State Department. 

Q And was that during business hours? Do you recall 
approximately when that was? 

A It was in the business hours. It was in the afternoon. I 
don't remember what time it was, but it was some time in the afternoon. 

Q Okay. But certainly before 5, 6 o'clock at night in the 
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evening? 

A It may have been -- the U.N.'s business hours are until 
7 p.m., and I don't nememben what time. 

Q All night. And what did Liz Dibble tell you, if anything, 
about hen understanding of what was going on in Benghazi? 

A She just said there ' s a big problem in Benghazi, and they ' re 
worried, and that was about it . She said, you know, we ' re worried about 
Chris, who's a friend of hers, a friend of mine, and that was all. 

Q Did you know that the Ambassador -- that Ambassador Stevens 
was missing at the time -- 

A No. 

Q -- or unaccounted for? 

A No. 

Q Approximately how long did this conversation last? 

A I have no idea. That part of the conversation was very 

brief, but I simply don't remember the subject, why I called her. 

Q Did you receive any further information the night of the 
attack from the State Department or from U.N. officials or -- and then 
I'll ask, my followup question is, what, if anything, did you do in 
response to learning that there was an attack going on in Benghazi? 

A Ambassador Shalgham, who is the Libyan Perm Rep to New York, 
called me at several points throughout the evening with cell phone 
numbers of people he said who knew where Chris was, who claimed that 
Chris was alive. You know, so Ambassador Shalgham called me, which 
was appropriate, I was a U.N. official. He was working at the U.N. 
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He was the Representative to the U.N. 

So I would try to call these cell phone numbers that Ambassador 
Shalgham gave me, because I was concerned about my friend, and none 
of them panned out. None of them led to anything. 

I received a phone call from Libya sometime that evening. It was 
after I was -- I think I was getting ready to go to bed. I think it 
was like something, maybe 9, maybe 10 o'clock or something. And I 
recognized the number as being a Libyan number, and so I, of course, 
answered it. It was to my personal phone. I don 't know how the person 
got the number. 

The person did not identify himself except to say he was a friend 
of Chris Stevens and that he too had information that was sort of vague 
about Chris being alive, and at that point, I called Beth lones, who 
was the Assistant Secretary of State, I think in an acting capacity, 
you know, my successor, via the ops center to say I had gotten this 
phone call, and, you know, here's the number if there's anything. 

And I don't think it panned out because it simply wasn't true what 
the information was that the person said. But yes -- so I did have 
further conversations as just outlined. 

Q Now, this the phone call that you received from a Libyan, 
did that person identify themselves? 

A No. And I asked, and he did not identify himself, refused, 
and just said he was a friend of Ambassador Stevens. 

Q And did he give any details as to where he was? Was he on 
the compound? Was he at a hospital? Was he in transit? 
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A It was vague. It was all in Arabic. I speak Arabic, but 
my Libyan Arabic is not so great. It's a different accent. So I 
questioned him several times, and he would say: He's at a hospital. 
He's outside. He's at a friend's. It, frankly, didn't make sense. 
And I don't think it was all just the linguistic issue, which is why 
I thought, well, this -- you know, I'm concerned about Chris being a 
friend of mine, but this is really an issue for the State Department, 
not for the U.N. , which is why I used the ops center to call Beth lones . 

Q Okay. And, again, you recognized it as a Libyan number, 
but you did not recognize the incoming number? 

A No. 

Q Okay. But it came to your personal cell phone? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. Did you, within the U.N., take any actions? For 
example, did you have any U.N. officials or personnel in Benghazi, 
Libya, at the time? 

A I'm not sure I understand why this is relevant. But 

certainly, we had -- you know, we had staff in -- U.N. staff in Libya. 
And as would happen anywhere around the world, we had a -- you know, 
we had a security assessment meeting to decide what sorts of actions, 
if any, needed to be taken by the U.N. staff. 

I, frankly, don 't remember what we decided. We probably decided, 
you know, to hunker down and not move off of our -- out of our offices 
until there was more clarity. But I, frankly, don't remember. But, 
yes, we did meet to talk about what our own security posture should 
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be afterwards. 

Q You've described for us phone calls with Liz Dibble and Beth 
Dones and calls to the ops center. Did you have communications with 
any other U.S. Government personnel regarding the Benghazi attacks 
that night, such as anyone from the National Security staff, anybody 
from the agency or DOD, any other U.S. Government personnel? 

A No one like that, no one from the agency, no one from the 
NSC, no one from DOD, not even from U.S. Mission of the U.N. I do 
remember, and I maybe remember incorrectly, because it may have been 
the following day, but I do remember having phone calls with Liz Dibble 
but not official, just sort of like: This is terrible. You know, we 
feel awful. 

Liz is a friend. Liz is a friend of Chris . I ' m a friend of Chris . 
And so I had conversations with Liz about just how horrible this was, 
but I don ' t remember if they were that night or the following day . They 
were probably the following day because it wasn't clear to me until 
the following morning what had happened. 

Q Okay. And when you had those subsequent phone calls with 
Liz Dibble, did she provide to you anymore clarity on what she 
understood had happened? 

A No. It was all solidarity calls with a close friend was 
what it was. 

Q Okay. So nothing about the nature of the attack -- 

A No. 

Q -- how quickly it was, who they thought were the 
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penpetnatons of the attack? 

A No, we were talking about things like what do we say to 
Chris' family, you know, those sorts of things. We were talking about 
things that friends were talking about. We weren't talking about 
things that were official. 

Q Okay. Do you recall if during any of these conversations 
you learned about the subsequent attack at the CIA Annex? 

A I don't know when I learned about the subsequent attack. 
It may have been the news reportings the following day. I don't 
remember. 

Q Okay. You don ' t recall -- you recall not getting any calls 
regarding -- 

A I got no calls regarding the attack. 

Q Were you aware of the demonstration earlier in the day in 
Cairo? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. And how did you learn of that? 

A Through the news. 

Q Okay. At any time, did you have any conversations with 
anyone regarding comparing and contrasting what happened in Cairo 
versus what happened in Benghazi? 

A No. 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms . You mean someone from the U.S. Government? 

Ms. Jackson . Anyone. 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. Well, I'm sorry. And I say that only 
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because at some point, my understanding was that you weren't going to 
go into like internal U.N. deliberations, seeing as he's not a member 
of the U.S. Government, and we're not asking the U.N. 

Mr. Snyder. Also we haven't had a chance to talk to counsel at 
U.N. because we weren't aware that he'd be talking about U.N. business. 
It could be dicey for the witness and his current employment having 
not, you know, sorted that through. So if you want to ask about 
conversations -- and, by the way, there probably aren't any with U.N. 
officials -- but if you want to ask about conversations with U.S. 
personnel, that would be fair game. Otherwise, we're going to have 
to break and go and just make sure that he's not running afoul of some 
U.N. issue. 

Ms. lackson . Well, why don't we just ask the foundational 
questions of did you have any, who were they with, and then we can make 
the assessment. 

Mr. Feltman . I really am not going to talk about any U.N. job 
here, and this is already very awkward for me in terms of my U.N. 
employment to be doing this. And I really do not want to speak about 
the conversations I had in the U.N. I did not talk about this with 
any U.S. Government official. 

Ms. lackson . Okay. Fine. 

Mr. Snyder. That's good. 

Ms. lackson . Dust want to close the loop. 

Mr. Snyder. Thank you. 


BY MS. DACKSON: 
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Q Did you have any conversations with Susan Rice regarding 
the attacks? 

A The following day, I went --on September 12, there was a 
Security Council session, I believe it was on the Middle East. I think 
it was, you know, the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, where I had to brief 
the Council. This was a public, you know, open -- they call it open 
briefing in the Chamber, which means it's televised and all that. And 
before that meeting started, Susan Rice came up to me and just gave 
me a big hug and said, I'm sorry. 

Q Okay. And did you brief on the Benghazi attack? 

A I made a reference to it at the beginning. 

Q So no briefing as to -- 

A No briefing. The Security Council did not ask me to brief 
on Benghazi, but given the news, I thought it was important to 
acknowledge that it had happened at the beginning of this briefing. 
So I acknowledged it happened and then went on. 

Q Did anyone brief on the Benghazi attack -- 

A No. 

Q -- during that meeting? Okay. 

Did you have any subsequent conversations with Ambassador Rice 
regarding her appearing on the Sunday talk shows? 

A No. 

Q So you were not a part of any prep sessions with her or 
consulted in any way regarding what she might say on those shows? 

A No. 
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Q Okay. Ambassador Feltman, I want to move back in time to 
early 2011, when the Arab Spring occurred and the Embassy in Tripoli 
had closed and there was a decision made to send in Chris Stevens as 
the special representative or envoy. So I want to go back in time to 
that . 

What can you tell us about how the decision was made to send 
someone -- that turned out to be Chris Stevens -- into Benghazi in the 
spring of 2011? 

A I think it's worth keeping in context the fact that the 
U.S. Government's policy toward the uprising in Libya evolved over the 
course -- very quickly evolved but evolved because of the changing 
situation on the ground. As soon as Qadhafi very early on, in 
mid-February, started cracking down with extreme violence against the 
demonstrations, the U.S. position initially was to try to, you know, 
pressure Qadhafi to stop that. 

Qadhafi was impervious to pressure from any corridor to stop 
cracking down on the demonstrations with violence. Fie was killing the 
people who were protesting for, you know, for liberty. It quickly 
evolved into trying to persuade Qadhafi it was time to step down. And 
it was in that context that the U.S. started engaging with the 
representatives of the uprising, you know, that later became known as 
the Transitional National Council. 

You know, Benghazi had been long neglected by Qadhafi, in fact, 
oppressed by Qadhafi. It was a symbol to Qadhafi of the previous 
regime. The Libyan monarchy had its roots in the east. And so 
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Benghazi was basically nipe fon this type of upnising, given the decades 
of repression under Qadhafi that suffered, even compared to the rest 
of Libya. 

But in this attempt to try to convince Qadhafi that it was time 
to leave, that it was better for him, for his family, for his country 
to leave, you wanted to show the inevitability that he was going to 
go anyway. So part of that was to increase the representation, 
increase the engagement with the Transitional National Council as part 
of the leverage against Qadhafi, to show Qadhafi it's time for you to 
exit stage right. 

And it was also important to show the people of Libya who were 
courageously standing up to this terrible violence that the U.S. was 
trying to be supportive of what their struggle stood for, you know, 
human rights, you know, freedom and all that. So it was in that context 
the decision was made to, first, start engaging more directly with the 
TNC -- and Hillary Clinton met with TNC officials on her travels in 
Europe -- and to send a representative to Benghazi. 

Q Prior to her meetings with these people, can you describe 
for us the interagency process that occurred, if there was one? Or 
was this solely a State Department-driven initiative, or were there 
other players that were participating in the decision to intervene in 
Libya? 

A You know, there were so many interagency discussions at the 
time. Remember, the entire region, the entire region was in turmoil, 
you know, Egypt, Tunisia, Yemen, the Syria revolution was starting. 
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Bahrain. The entire region was in some kind of turmoil. So we're 
constantly having interagency meetings and interagency discussions. 
What the interagency discussion was in February, in March of 2011 about 
Libya per se, I simply don't remember. 

Q Okay. Was the National Security staff involved? 

A It's hard for me to imagine they weren't involved, but I 
can't remember specific meetings that we may have had about this. 

Q Okay. Were there conversations between the State 
Department and the CIA about going into Libya? 

A I did not have any conversation with the CIA about going 
into Libya, but that doesn't mean that others didn't. 

Q Were you aware of any other discussions, even though you 
may not have personally participated in them? 

A You know, a lot of this is -- was sort of the natural way 
of doing business between the various agencies. So, I mean, I don't 
remember specifically the conversations we may have had, and in terms 
of more details, probably we should talk about in the other setting. 

Q Okay. Let me ask if you can answer this, and if not, we'll 
reserve for the other 

Mr. Snyder. I would think that would definitely be for another 
setting. 

Mr. Feltman . I can't talk about that. 

BY MS. lACKSON: 

Q Okay. We'll go into another setting on that. 



570 


What was the Department of Defense participation in Libya in 
February, March 2011, if they had any? 

A I don't remember the February, March period having an active 
DOD presence. Perhaps documentation that you've reviewed more recent 
than I have would show that they have, but I don't remember. 

Q Do you recall at this point when the NATO airstrikes 
occurred? 

A Well, they couldn't occur before mid-March because 
mid-March was the adoption of Resolution 1973 by the Security Council. 
And so the NATO -- the French had the first strikes just after the 
Security Council resolution was passed, so the NATO airstrikes would 
have begun soon after that March 20 resolution was adopted. 



BY MS. 3ACKSON: 


Q Actually, this part has been a little unclear. Who 
actually appointed Chris Stevens to go into Benghazi? Was it a 
Presidential appointment, or was it an appointment by the Secretary 
of State? 

A I believe it was by the Secretary of State. 

Q Okay. Is there a difference between a special envoy and 

a special representative in -- 

A You'll have to ask the lawyers. I don't know. 
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Q Okay. So -- all night. Did you know him to be the Special 
Envoy on Special Repnesentative, on wene those tenms used 
intenchangeably? 

A I don't nememben. I tnuly don't nememben. And I'm not 
sune what diffenence thene is, but lawyens maybe know. He was not 
accnedited to the Tnansitional National Council. We didn't bneak oun 
diplomatic nelations at this point. He was not accnedited. 

So -- because it was not a necognized govennment. But he was sont 
of -- he was sont of a liaison pnesence. 

Q And fon those of us who come fnom outside the State 
Depantment, can you elabonate on the significance of that, of what 
accneditation means, not bneaking diplomatic nelations? Help us 
undenstand that. 

A Accneditation is the pnocess by which a head of state will 
appoint his on hen nepnesentative to a foneign count on foneign countny. 
That penson is usually known as an ambassadon. The necipient 
countny -- necipient monanch on head of state -- has to pnovide 
concunnence with the choice of the sending countny. 

So thene 's a diplomatic pnocess by which --in this countny, of 
counse, it includes a Senate confinmation as an additional element. 
But a head of state will send a letten of accneditation -- send a nequest 
fon agnement, it's called, to a foneign countny. 

The foneign countny will, in most cases, in an ovenwhelming 
majonity of cases send a letten accepting the agnement, pnoviding 
agnement, in which case the ambassadon then goes with lettens of 
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accreditation to that country from the head of state. That's a typical 
appointment of an ambassador. The practice is followed globally with 
variations, depending on local circumstances, such as the Senate 
confirmation process in the United States. 

The Transitional National Council was not a government at that 
time. So there was --it would have been inappropriate for the United 
States to send a request for agrement to Benghazi or for Chris Stevens 
to be carrying letters of accreditation, nor, of course, was he at that 
point confirmed. 

But the TNC had asked in the meetings with Hillary Clinton for 
representation to be able to work directly on a continuing basis with 
the U.S. Government, which is why a decision was made to send a 
representative to Benghazi. 

Q Okay. And it's our understanding from a review of the 

records that there were some meetings in early to mid-March in Paris 
that Chris Stevens attended with the Secretary and Ambassador Cretz. 
First of all, were you present at those meetings? 

A No. 

Q Okay. Were you involved in coordination of those meetings, 

such as getting Chris Stevens there or preparing information for use 
in those meetings? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. And would you describe what you did. 

A Well, I, you know -- it was a variety of things. First, 
whenever the Secretary of State travels and is going to have meetings 
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on issues in a panticulan bureau's area of expertise, that bureau is 
responsible for doing the preparatory work in terms of the paperwork, 
you know, the talking points, the briefing papers. 

Now, did I, myself, write those briefings papers? Of course not. 
I have staff that did that. But on a subject as important as Libya, 
I would pay particular attention to what was said, so I may have edited 
the papers that were prepared for her as they came to my office for 
approval. I don't remember exactly. But that would be typical when 
she was going to have meetings in Libya, in Paris, I would be signing 
off on the paperwork that was in preparation for her. 

I also would be the one proposing to her staff: Hey, it's a good 
idea to have Chris Stevens there too since the decision has been made 
to send him, so let's include Chris Stevens in the meetings. 

So those are the sorts of things I would be involved in. 

But I intentionally did not travel because, again, the entire 
region was in an uproar. And for me to be going with the Secretary 
when she already had Gene Cretz, who was the Ambassador to Libya, and 
she was having Chris Stevens go, it would have been too many resources 
on one issue when we also had to worry about Yemen and Bahrain and Egypt 
and Tunisia and Syria. 

Q Okay. If you could help us understand the decision to pick 
Chris Stevens -- because we did have Ambassador Cretz who was back in 
the U.S.; there was who was the deputy chief of 

mission -- I mean, was there a reason not to pick someone who had been 
evacuated from Tripoli? Was there a reason to pick someone who had 



574 


24 


not been currently assigned to Libya to go in and meet with TNC? 

A Chris was perfect for this position. Chris had the Arabic 
skills. He had the Libya exposure. He was a new face for a new 
situation in Libya. He had the people skills. He was exactly the 
right person. Gene Cretz and are extremely competent^ 

good professionals who played a very, very important role, before, 
during, and after the uprising. But Chris Stevens was the right person 
at the right time for that job. 

Q Did Chris Stevens, in his expedition, have any type of 
official status when they went into Libya? 

A If you're asking, "did he have such things like a Libyan 
entry visa," no, that would have been asking the Qadhafi Government 
to give him a visa, which would have been quite odd, and we didn't want 
to give Qadhafi a veto over how we were going to deal with the TNC. 
But he certainly had the official backing of the, you know, of the 
U.S. Government so he went in officially to manage our relationship 
on a day-to-day basis with the TNC. 

Ms. Betz . Well, and let me clarify because I think you hit 
something that is of interest to the committee, is that you clarified 
that we never broke official status with the official Libyan 
Government, but yet there's sort of a parallel track, if you will, of 
Stevens going in. And so that's -- you know, understanding the 
resources that went into that, any interaction, you know, with an 
official status, just understanding the background of sending him in 
in sort of this unofficial status is helpful for us. 
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Mn. Feltman . Again, the overall goal was to try to limit the need 
for a militany solution, to focus on a political solution, and convince 
Qadhafi that his time was oven. So you close down the Embassy in 
Tripoli -- of course, we closed it down earlier for security 
reasons -- but you have no representation in Tripoli, but suddenly you 
have somebody in Benghazi. 

You know, psychologically, did this have an impact on Qadhafi 's 
thinking to realize that the U.K. , the U.S. , France, Italy, whole lists 
of countries no longer had representation in Tripoli, but they had 
representation in Benghazi. 

Now, the TNC, as I said, wasn't a government at the time. You 
know, there's certain attributes that a government has that we didn't 
think they had achieved those attributes yet. They very much wanted 
to be recognized as the legitimate government of Libya, and I'm not 
sure that any country actually recognized them within that period as 
legitimate government. I don't think they did. But it was important 
to show who -- which Libyans did the U.S. think were appropriate 
interlocutors at the time. 

BY MS. 3ACKS0N: 

Q Now, you've just described -- I'm going to use "process" 
for lack of the appropriate word that I'm struggling to find right 
now --of the United States Government and other governments, other 
foreign governments going into Benghazi to show Qadhafi that he should 
leave power and to avoid military intervention. We've seen other 
documents where you describe what was going on as the Libya experiment. 
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Is that what you meant by the term "Libya experiment/' that the 
U.S. Government and other foreign countries were going into Benghazi 
as a show of support to the rebels to avoid having military 
intervention? Or does the term "Libya experiment" mean something 
else? 

A Well, first of all, if I said "to avoid military 
intervention, " I misspoke. We were hoping to limit or shorten military 
intervention. Military intervention had already started. 

Qadhafi started -- Qadhafi is the one who started using the 
military in the first place, but then after the Security Council 
resolution there were the civilian protection mandates being acted upon 
by NATO countries. So we were hoping to be able to hasten the 
transition away from Qadhafi and therefore limit the military use. It 
wasn't a question of avoiding military at that point. 

I'm not sure what I meant by -- I don't remember using that term, 
but I'm sure you have documentation that shows I did. I don't know 
what I meant. But there were very strong U.S. interests in Libya, but 
I wouldn't say that they went so far as to be the sort of state-building 
interests that term may suggest in hindsight. 

You know, securing Libya's chemical weapons stocks and the 
precursors to chemical weapons was a key U.S. interest. Trying to 
limit the outflow or use of the MANPADs stocks was a key U.S. interest. 
U.S. had long-term commercial interests in Libya. We had human rights 
accountability interests in Libya. But there were others who had 
stronger interests in Libya, you know, European countries. And so I'm 
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not sure what I meant in hindsight about using the term "Libya 
experiment . " 

Mn. Snyder. If you used it. Like, I don't know if there's a 
document you want to show him. I don't have anything in front of us 
now. 

Mr. Feltman . I simply don't remember. That wasn't something 
that I would have used so frequently that it sticks in my mind, if I 
used it at all. 

BY MS. DACKSON: 

Q And that's helpful to us too, that it's not a term that you 
recall at this time. 

A No. 

Q Can you describe for us, during the time of deciding to send 

Chris Stevens in and when he first went into Benghazi, how the reporting 
structure within the State Department occurred? How did -- I mean, 
Stevens would report into the State Department. How would that 
information flow? How would the information get to you? What would 
you do with the information? 

A Before he went? 

Q Well, during the March, April timeframe because as we 

understand it, he was --it took a couple of weeks for him to get into 
Benghazi because of conditions on the ground, because of weather, 
because of the ferry. But he was either in Crete or Malta or someplace 
waiting to go in. 

A Yeah, this was all -- but this whole -- this was all a very 
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quick evolution. You know, the Libyan uprising starts in 
mid-February. The Security Council passes the resolution in mid-March 
to the start of the NATO strikes. By early April, Chris is there. You 
know, it's actually a fairly quick timeline. 

And I don't remember -- I remember having discussions about how 
we were going to get Chris in there . There was some reluctance on DOD ' s 
part because of, you know, not wanting to have boots on the ground, 
so we had to look at various options. But I don't remember it being 
a terribly long period. 

I do know that at some point -- and I don't remember when -- we 
started a 7 a.m. phone call with Chris Stevens. It may have been after 
he got to Benghazi, but it may have started before. I don't remember. 
And it was in that 7 a.m. phone call, 7 a.m. Washington time, phone 
call with Chris Stevens was extremely important because it was able 
to allow us to convey the information he was getting on the ground to 
the principals at the State Department and beyond at their morning 
meetings . 

I didn't participate in those 7 a.m. phone calls. My staff did. 
But I was briefed at 8 o'clock every morning at what had transcribed 
on those phone calls that was of significance that I should know, so 
that I could then go to the meetings with Secretary Clinton that took 
place afterwards and make sure that she knew. 

So there was a communication, a regular communication in addition 
to whatever was sent by email, in addition to whether cables came later, 
but in addition to whatever was a written product and in addition to 
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my own phone calls with Chnis. We wanted to make sure that every day 
that we touched base with him. 

Q Okay. And then would you describe for us your -- did you 
have daily meetings with the principals of the State Department? Were 
they weekly meetings? How often would you brief senior officials 
within the State Department? 

A I saw the Secretary of State in the formal meetings she had 
with her senior staff three times a week. And in those 
three-times-a-week meetings, she would often say to somebody, you know, 
stop by my office, you know, let's keep talking afterwards. And often 
that person was me because, again, Egypt, Tunisia, Yemen, Bahrain, 
Syria, Libya. So when she's asking someone to stay after to talk about 
something after those formal meetings, it was likely me. 

But far beyond that, we had constant meetings on various issues 
dealing with what we call shorthand Arab Spring. And she may call a 
meeting -- she may have called a meeting on, say, Egypt. But in that 
meeting on Egypt, if there was something that she needed to know, wanted 
to know, or I wanted to tell her on Libya, that would come up too. 

So it's very hard for me to characterize how often I would have 
seen her because I saw her on so many different subjects dealing with 
the Arab Spring at that period and that it's hard to specify how many 
times Libya might have come up versus any of these other issues we were 
working on. 

Q Okay. And given the nature of events that were occurring 
and that things evolved, did those meetings also evolve and decrease 
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in frequency, intensity oven time, throughout 2011? 

A I don't remember any let-up in the sort of feeling of 
intention and focus until my retirement. I mean, it was - - I felt like 
I was -- from the time the Tunisian uprising began in December of 2010 
until my retirement in May of 2012, I felt like it was just a marathon 
the whole time. 

Q So taking a step outside of coordination within the State 
Department, were there interagency meetings ongoing from the 
time -- from the U.N. resolution, and let's just go through the first 
3-month time period, so the rest of March, April, May, and into Dune 
during that time. Were there regular, recurring interagency meetings 
that you attended or that you that you were aware of others within the 
State Department attended? 

A There were constant interagency meetings. 

Q And let me be specific, regarding Libya. 

A On all of these topics. And they occurred at different 

levels. There were interagency task forces -- I'm not sure what -- I 
forget -- I'm using U.N. terminology because I've forgotten my U.S. 
terminology. But they were principal's committee meetings on Libya 
as well as other topics. There were deputy's committee meetings as 
well as other topics. There were meetings at my level. There were 
meetings at my staff level. The meeting schedule was pretty brutal 
on Libya as well as other subjects. 

Q Okay. And with regard to Libya, who were the other 
interagency partners that were participating in these meetings? Dust 
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the agencies, not specifically what would have been said. 

A They were what you would expect fon a foreign policy 
security issue. You know, DOD was there. The agency was there. You 
know, NSC, State, those were there for all of them. And then you would 
have others, depending on what the issues would be. You would have 
representatives of various counterterrorism organs being there. 

But it would depend on what the -- you know, there was an agenda 
for meetings that was established and depending on what the agenda was. 
But I can't think of a single meeting that wouldn't have included State, 
DOD, agency, NSC. 

Q Okay. And who were your counterparts within those 
other -- the other members of the interagency? Who did you primarily 
deal with from the national Security Council and from the agency, from 
DOD, from -- 

A You know, I would deal with whoever I needed to deal with. 
I would deal a lot with Denis McDonough on these issues. You know, 
I would call my counterparts at DOD. I mean, there were constant 
contacts and conversations among all of us working on these issues. 

Q Okay. So you didn't have a primary point of contact in each 
of these agencies? 

A No, I would call who I needed to call. I was able to get 

through to whoever I needed to get through to. I mean, obviously I 
wasn't calling Secretaries, but below that level. 

Q For example, did you work with Ben Fishman at the National 


Security staff? 
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A Ben Fishman would work with my staff. 

Q So he would be a level below youns? 

A Ben Fishman would work with my staff. Fie traveled with me 
once to Benghazi in August 2011, but Ben Fishman worked with my staff. 

Q Okay. And who on your staff would he primarily work with? 

A I'm guessing the people who worked in the Office of Maghreb 

Affairs who remembered; you know, 

you know, those people. 

Q Can you -- 

A And he would attend, you know, many of these meetings, but 
if there was a meeting at my level or higher he would be along the wall. 

Q And all of those names just triggered something. Can you 
describe how NEA was structured and who within NEA was working on Libya 
issues during this time of, say, the first half of 2011 or throughout 
2011 if it was constant? 

A We had an Office of Maghreb Affairs that was headed by 

I believe, to that whole period. I may not have the chronology 
exact, who had a deputy and who had desk officers. And, you know, the 
desk officers for, you know, say Morocco would help out with Libya 
because Libya was obviously at that point a much higher priority. 

But we also had the added benefit of officers from Embassy 
Tripoli. Embassy Tripoli had been evacuated. And so for part of 2011, 
we had sort of a surge capacity provided by the talent from Embassy 
Tripoli. It was back in Washington. 

At the beginning of all of this, in fact, throughout the spring 
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and the summen, the Office of Maghneb Affairs reported up to Deputy 
Assistant Secretary of State who also covered the Arab 

Gulf. This was traditionally NEA's organization because the Arab Gulf 
and North Africa had traditionally been quiet. And so while they're 
geographically removed, they're different from other parts of NEA, 
which were always in some sort of chaos -- the other parts of the NEA 
world, not NEA the bureau, but NEA the countries. 

Q You mean, NEA was not in chaos? 

A 2011 you could've asked me that question. 

But, you know, you often had -- you know, you had things in Syria, 
Lebanon, Israel, Palestine, Egypt that would require a lot of 
attention, so you had different structures. But the Arab Gulf, you 
know, the six GCC countries. North Africa tended to be quiet. So they 
reported to one DAS. This became untenable. You had the Arab Gulf 
in uprisings, in Bahrain in the counterreactions of Bahrain, you had 
very serious problems in Yemen, and you had Tunisia and Libya. You 
couldn't have one DAS doing all this. 

So sometime, I believe it was in the fall, we were able to get 
approval for another DAS position, just so that we could split those 
two portfolios and have one DAS concentrate on the Arab Gulf, one DAS 
concentrate on North Africa, and then that DAS, of course, would report 
to the PDAS, report to me. 

Q When Libya was erupting and was the hot spot, did you 
designate a particular person to focus more -- from your senior staff, 
from your front office -- on Libya? For example, we see a lot of 
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interaction with Liz Dibble who was youn principal. 

A Well, but Liz Dibble didn't come on board until that fall. 
Ron Schlicher was still PDAS at the time the Libyan uprising began, 
if I remember correctly. Isn't that right? I think that Liz 
Dibble -- let me think. When did we move from Ron Schlicher to Liz 
Dibble? I believe that Liz Dibble did not begin work until, for me, 
until September 2011, and Ron Schlicher was the PDAS when all this 
began . 

And Ron and I basically had -- we never formalized a division of 
labor on these crisis points, but Ron had served in Egypt and had very 
close ties with Egypt. So when we needed to have a particular focus 
on Egypt, for example, Ron was better equipped -- having local 
knowledge -- than I was. If there was something with Syria, given my 
time in Iordan, Israel, and Lebanon, I could focus on that. So we 
didn't have a formal division of labor, but we tended, given the need 
to manage all these crises at once, to look at where the comparative 
advantage was for each of us to work. 

Q And that makes perfect sense. Did you have this unofficial 
division of labor with respect to Libya? Because, obviously, we're 
interested in talking with the people who were focused on Libya. 

A As I recall, Ron worked a lot on the management issues 
regarding Libya: You know, how do we get Chris Stevens into Benghazi? 
What sort of -- what do we need to be asking for in terms of 
infrastructure support for Libya? And I worked more on the policy: 
How are we engaging with the INC? What should we in NEA propose as 
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the U.S. priorities in those interactions? That sort of thing. 

So that was more of a traditional role where the PDAS is working 
on the management of the bureau and management of the post, and the 
Assistant Secretary is working on the broader policy issues. 

Q And did that sort of division continue when there was the 
handoff to Liz Dibble as your PDAS? 

A Yes . 

Q I have about a little over 10 minutes left. 

How many times did you travel to Libya after Embassy Tripoli 
closed at the end of February of 2011? You talked about a trip in 
August of 2011 that you took with Ben Fishman. Had you been in Libya 
before that when -- and, in particular, to Benghazi to meet up with 
Envoy Stevens? 

A I believe I was in Libya five times in 2011. I went to 
Benghazi in May of 2011. I went to Benghazi again in August of 2011. 
I went to Tripoli in September of 2011. I accompanied Secretary 
Clinton to Tripoli in October of 2011. I accompanied U.S. Permanent 
Representative to the United Nations Susan Rice to Tripoli in 
November 2011. So I believe I was in Libya five times in 2011. 

Q Did Ambassador Rice also go to Benghazi in November? 

A Oh, yes. Yes. Yes, you ' re correct . She went to Benghazi 

in 2011. 

Q Did she go to both Tripoli and Benghazi or just one or the 
other? We understand it has been a while, and you do a lot of travel. 

A She went to both. 
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Q Both. In youn trip to Benghazi in May, in late May of 2011, 

can you -- did you go -- you went just to Benghazi at that time. Is 

that connect? 

A Yes . 

Q In Libya. And met up with Chnis Stevens? 

A No. Chnis Stevens was on a much desenved R&R at the time, 

and I was thene when was heading up the small office 

we had. 

Q She was the acting envoy at the time? 

A Acting whateven the title was, yes. 

Q She went in to nelieve Chnis Stevens at the time? 

A Yes . 

Q And what was the punpose of youn visit? 

A To basically neinfonce the engagement that we had with the 
TNC to make some policy points to the TNC in a way that can neinfonce 
what the local neps ane doing. This is, again, pant of diplomatic 
pnactice. You know, if one of the local nepnesentative is always 
saying to one's contacts, we suggest, you know, this on that on the 
othen on we would like to see this, that, on the othen, it always helps 
to have headquantens neinfonce that point, you know, whethen it's by 
visits, by phone calls, on whateven. 

So I was thene to basically neinfonce the policy points with the 
TNC and, again, as pant of this effont to show Qadhafi that people 
wenen't dealing with him anymone. 

I also had the occasion to meet with a bnoad nange of civil society 
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nepnesentatives when I was there to show that the U.S. wanted to hear 
from, engage with, a broad spectrum of Libyans, that it wasn't simply 
that we were dealing with the head of the TNC, that we were trying to 
understand the broader Libyan context. 

Q And when you say "civil society," I just want to make sure 
that I understand what you're talking about. Are you talking 
universities and educators, healthcare professionals? What is within 
your definition of "civil society"? 

A In this case, we met with students. We met with women's 
groups. We went to a hospital to meet with medical professionals. We 
met with human rights activists. Benghazi had been, you know, 
essentially closed for decades because of Qadhafi's repression, and 
this was an important way to show sort of a reopening of the world with 
a city that traditionally had been an internationally open city. 

Q Either prior to this trip or during this trip, were there 
discussions about how long to have the Benghazi expedition or the 
Stevens expedition continue in Benghazi? 

I guess, let's take a step back first. What was the initial plan 
when he went in? Was he to be there for a day, a week, 30 days, 

6 months, or was it more fluid than that? 

A It was more fluid than that, but it was certainly the idea 
was to be there more than a day or a week. The idea was to be there 
for long enough that we would have the type of insights into TNC thinking 
that you can't get from a single meeting, that we would have the type 
of access to other decisionmakers in the TNC that you can't have when 
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you only ane meeting with one on two persons. 

We needed somebody who could better understand what was 
happening, what was motivating the leadership of the TNC, what were 
they thinking. So the idea was not that this would necessarily be years 
and years and years but certainly more than a few weeks. 

Q Okay. And then when you -- either prior to your trip or 
during your trip in May of 2011, were there discussions about 
continuing the presence in Benghazi for an indefinite period of time, 
maybe not years but at least the foreseeable future? 

A Yes, there were. And the discussions were, what's the 
appropriate -- when I was there, part of our discussions were, what's 
the appropriate platform for maintaining a presence for that period 
in Benghazi? 

Q And by "platform," do you mean number of personnel? 

A Number of personnel, communications, location. You know, 
at the time we were in a hotel -- 

Q The Tibesti Hotel? 

A The Tibesti Hotel. And so the discussion had already 

started about what were the alternatives to being in a place like that. 

Q Okay. And had there been some review of compounds and 
villas at that time? 

A Yes, it had started, and it was very difficult because there 
were not that many places available or appropriate. 

Q Okay. 

A And we were, frankly, in competition with the British, the 
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French, the Italians, everybody else. 

Q Everybody always wanted the best place. 

A Yeah. 

Q For the least amount of money. 

Flad there been similar discussions back at Main State regarding 
a continued presence in Benghazi prior to your going to the May trip? 

A I'm sure there were, but I don't remember. 

Q Okay. And do you recall approximately when it was that the 
decision was made to have a longer-term presence in Benghazi? Was it 
before your trip, during your trip in May, shortly after your trip, 
or some other period of time? 

A I don't remember. 

Q Was it certainly before you had your August trip? 

A During the August trip, Chris and I talked about, frankly, 
our shared view that we needed to maintain a longer presence in Benghazi 
than the fall of Tripoli might otherwise suggest. I was in Benghazi 
when the battle for Tripoli began, and it was clear that this time, 
it was inevitable that Qadhafi was leaving Tripoli even though he 
wasn't, of course, found and killed until later. 

And so Chris and I did talk in that August trip about the fact 
that both of us believed that we needed to maintain some kind of presence 
in Benghazi for the foreseeable future. We didn't talk about how long, 
but given the history of Libya, given the history of the revolution, 
given the need for Benghazi to remain supportive of whatever government 
took form in Tripoli, we thought it was politically extremely important 
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that we maintain some kind of presence in Benghazi beyond the fall of 
Tripoli. 

Q In the course of those discussions, were there any 
benchmarks that you discussed that we need to be in Benghazi until this 
happens, or we need to be in Benghazi until the following three things 
happen, such as, you know, government being reestablished in Tripoli 
or, you know, Qadhafi completely out of power? 

A We were thinking beyond those. We were thinking things 
like the elections that were to be scheduled, and in August 2011, we 
didn't know when there would be elections. We knew eventually the TNC 
or its successor would have to have some kind of elections to provide 
legitimacy to the governing structures, and we thought that it was 
important to maintain some kind of presence in Benghazi through 
whatever the electoral calendar was, passed the initial elections, and 
perhaps a little bit beyond to see things. So we were talking about 
things like that. 

Q And were there other factors in addition to or apart from 
the elections that were important benchmarks to meet? 

A Part of this was the historic realities of Libya. Libya 
emerged as an independent country in 1951 through a U.N. resolution, 
oddly enough. It's one of the few countries created by a U.N. 
resolution. And it was created out of three separate parts, you know, 
one part in the south, Fezzan, and then the part in the east, Cyrenaica, 
and then Tripoli in the area in the west. And the east and the west 


remain rivals. 
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I mentioned Qadhafi repressing Benghazi for decades. And Libya, 
if it's going to hang together as a unified state -- and we all hope 
it will regain that unified state approach -- it's going to have 
to -- Libya is going to have to transcend this division. And we thought 
it was important to maintain a presence to help show the people of 
Benghazi they were not reverting back to their neglected, oppressed 
state of being under Qadhafi. 

So there was -- part of this was just historic reality of how 
you -- what you need to do to help keep Libya together as a unified 
state post-Qadhafi . 

Ms. Jackson . Well, I see I have about 2 minutes left, and before 
I go to another topic, I think I will just stop. 

Ms. Betz . Can I just ask one followup question? 

Ms. Jackson . Oh, yes, Kim. 

Ms. Betz . So, to that point, why not make the mission official? 

Mr. Feltman. Because we knew we would never get the resources 
from Congress that we needed to make it official. This is a time of 
diplomatic retrenchment globally. We do not get the security 
resources or the diplomatic resources or the positions from Congress 
that we need. 

So what we were trying to -- what Chris and I were trying to figure 
out was, how could we make a compelling enough argument that in the 
zero-sum game that we have in terms of our budget and our resources, 
that we could find enough resources to keep Benghazi operating through 
the critical transition period? 
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We didn't think we had any hope of keeping it there permanently 
because we would never get the type of budget support out of Congress 
we would need. This is a time when the U.S. reduces diplomatic 
presences, doesn't expand them. 

Ms. Tackson . With that, we'll go off the record. 

[Recess . ] 
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BY MS. SACHSMAN GROOMS: 

Q Let ' s go back on the necond . I ' 11 just neintnoduce myself . 
My name is Susanne Sachsman Grooms. I'm the Staff Dinecton on the 
Democnatic side of the Select Committee. And again I want to thank 
you fon being here today. I think we have an incredibly distinguished 
diplomat in front of us, so we will try not to embarrass ourselves with 
our knowledge of the Mideast. 

So I just want to start by covering a couple things that went over 
in the last round just briefly to clarify a couple different points. 
One of the things that you were talking about was a series of lots and 
lots of constant communications, interagency meetings, discussions 
with the Secretary, discussions within the Department, and with 
external interagency, in the 2011 time period about the Arab Spring 
for lack of a better term. Is that right? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. It sounds like your memory doesn't particularly 
distinguish between specific discussions about Libya during that time 
period versus, you know, generalized lots of discussions about all of 
these different topics where Libya would have been included when 
relevant. Is that accurate? 

A Yes, to an extent. It's hard to describe how different it 
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was working in NEA in, say, February 2011, versus February 2010. At 
the time in February 2010, I wouldn't have thought of NEA as being a 
quiet area of the world, but in comparison to what hit us in February 
of 2011, February 2010 was quiet. And it wasn't just NEA. It was the 
entire U.S. Government was focused on what was happening in all of these 
different countries. Everything was unfolding at once and going in 
different directions. 

The way that Yemen was evolving was certainly different than the 
way that Tunisia was evolving, from Egypt involving, Syria, Libya, et 
cetera. So often meetings would go from one topic to the other. Now 
not necessarily at the NSC. The NSC would call my meetings on various 
subjects, and you would stick to the agenda at the NSC. 

But if I had a meeting with Flillary Clinton, as I said earlier 
on Egypt, but I needed her to know something about Libya, the discussion 
would easily evolve into a Libya discussion because that was my target 
of opportunity because she was right in front of me, and I could tell 
her something she needed to know about Libya. Or she could take the 
opportunity to raise something she wanted to tell me on Libya . So while 
the NSC meetings would be distinct based on agendas, often our 
discussions at the State Department were more free form, looking at 
this entire region. 

Q And when you speak about it becoming sort of a marathon of 
a job and a marathon throughout the region until the time period when 
you retired, you're talking about the whole region? 

A Yes. We joked to ourselves that NEA stood for never, ever 



595 


45 


again will I bid on this job. 

Q And as pant of the evolution, you were talking a little bit 
about how the NEA Bureau itself had to establish a new Deputy Assistant 
Secretary spot. Is that right? 

A Yes . 

Q Is that the spot that Ray Maxwell ended up taking? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. And what did his DAS spot entail? 

A The DASes in NEA were responsible for geographic subsets 
of the region and/or functional areas, and his area was North Africa. 

Q So that included Libya? 

A That included Libya. 

Q Okay. I think he, and I don't know if you've sort of seen 
this before, but he came before a previous committee to Congress and 
alleged that he had been sort of excluded from, and not involved in, 
Libya matters. From your point of view at the time you were there, 
was he still a reporting structure for Libya matters? 

A He was still the reporting structure for Libya matters, and 
he cared particularly about the staff who worked for him sort of in 
the office of North African affairs. He was an advocate for making 
sure that I understood the pressures they were under in terms of 
producing papers, policy recommendations, et cetera. So he often 
engaged with me on basically protecting our own staff from the workload. 

Q You also talked in the previous round about some issues or 
concerns that you had with obtaining congressional support for staying 
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on setting up the post in Benghazi. At the time, and this would then 
be in spring of 2011, there was bipartisan support for intervention 
in Libya. Right? 

A Yes . 

Q And so was the concern more a financial one? 

A Yes, but it wasn't a concern about the short term. We knew 
we had support for engagement with the TNC. What this was, was 
the -- let me start over. When we started to look at the U.S. presence 
in Libya, what it would be like after the fall of Tripoli -- this was 
when Chris Stevens and I were talking about this in August of 2011 -- our 
working presumption was, it's impossible to open a new permanent 
diplomatic presence in Benghazi because of the budget realities. 

I'm not sure the State Department has ever gotten its full 
requests funded by the U.S. Congress, so given the fact that it would 
be untenable for us -- we would look out to lunch. We would look as 
though we didn't understand the reality for us to propose having a 
permanent presence here -- what do we really need now to help get 
through the transition? That was the context. It wasn 't complaining 
one way or the other. It was just accepting certain realities of how 
the State Department has to do business given the fiscal climate in 
the United States right now. 

Q And I think you talked previously about the importance of 
going into Benghazi and the importance of engaging with the TNC to 
ensure that there would be a unified government. Can you explain what 
the importance of having a unified Libyan Democratic Government would 
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be to the United States Government in terms of counterterrorism, and 
chemical weapons, and MANPADs, and those sorts of things? 

A If you permit me, I will go back a little bit historically. 
You know, there were decades when the U.S. did not have a diplomatic 
presence in Libya. You know, Qadhafi and his green revolution 
overthrew the monarchy in 1969. In the early 1970s, the U.S. withdrew 
its ambassador. By the late 1970s, U.S. Diplomatic Mission had been 
closed after it had been attacked and burned. 

During that period, from the time the U.S. had no diplomatic 
presence, up until the settlement for the Pan Am 103 attack, you saw 
many, many examples where Libyan behavior was contrary to U.S. 
interests -- Pan Am 103 is the one that's most obvious -- but in terms 
of what Libya did to support revolutions in Africa, what Libya did in 
terms of supporting terrorist organizations. There's a whole list of 
things that were of great concern to the United States. 

After the settlement in 2003, and the return of U.S. diplomats 
to Tripoli in 2004, the U.S. was engaging with the Qadhafi Government 
to promote U.S. interests. To build on the renunciation of weapons 
of mass destruction, the renunciation of terrorism in the Pan Am 
settlement that Qadhafi had done, but it was never the type of collegial 
relationship in which you could easily pursue U.S. interests. 

So, of course, our aspiration was to see the type of government 
in Tripoli that would be able to engage with the United States and others 
on areas of mutual interest, and would be able to represent all of Libya, 
would be able to project a unified front when it came to controlling 
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countentennonism, when it came to -- working on countentennonism, 
excuse me. When it came to the protection of the remaining chemical 
weapons and things like that because there was always a risk that this 
country would split apart. And many of our discussions with TNC 
representatives were about that well-intentioned advice, but the need 
for inclusion, the need to show in word, and act, and representation 
that the TNC was capable of representing the interests of all of Libya, 
not just the interests of Benghazi. 

Q And just so we have a sense of this sort of immediate need, 
when we went into Benghazi, especially following the fall of Qadhafi 
and in that 2011 timeframe. Can you give us a sense, though, of what 
the importance would be of the country not splitting apart, of having 
a centralized control of the MANPADs, chemical weapons, the militia, 
those sorts of things? 

A Unfortunately I think we can see the risk of the country's 
split when we look at Libya today. But you've asked me about 2011, 
at which point the risks that we see manifested today were there but 
hadn't yet come out. But, you know, look at the MANPADs. MANPADs are 
a relatively easy to use weapon. They pose a risk to civil aviation. 
Plus it's, I understand, relatively simple to take explosive material 
out of MANPADs and use it for other purposes. 

So there was a real danger, a real risk, to the smuggling of 
MANPADs across Libya ' s long and porous borders to other countries . And 
there were many concerns raised by the Egyptians about these things, 
the risk of these flowing into Egypt. The Israelis were concerned 
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about the explosives, the MANPADs themselves then going into Gaza 
through the tunnels from the Sinai. The African countries to Libya's 
south were concerned about the outflow of weapons. It was extremely 
important that we had local authorities willing to work with us to 
figure out how to try to control this risk. The U.S. was not going 
to put boots on the ground. So we needed to have a proper authority 
to be able to work with us on this. The chemical weapons were similar. 

The Organization For the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons, OPCW, 
based in the Hague, has the responsibility for monitoring the 
destruction of chemical weapons and chemical precursors when countries 
sign on to the Chemical Weapons Convention, as Qadhafi did as part of 
that 2003 settlement. And there was an ongoing program to destroy 
Libya's chemical weapons that had been proceeding under the Qadhafi 
Government, but it hadn't been completed yet, so there were still 
chemical weapons and precursors at a facility called Waddan in southern 
Libya, that needed protection. And we needed an authority that was 
able to have the capacity, the legitimacy, to protect that. So those 
are the sorts of things. Those are among the immediate concerns we 
had . 

Q And when you talk about the risks being, in 2011, the risks 
being that Libya would become what it essentially is today, did you 
and did Chris Stevens in your discussions with him, feel that engaged 
diplomacy within Libya and specifically within Benghazi would help 
prevent Libya from becoming the way it is essentially today? 

A I don't think any of us had an exaggerated sense of what 
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diplomatic efforts alone can achieve, but we certainly saw diplomatic 
engagement as important tools to try to achieve these goals, not the 
only tools, but the ones that were under our responsibility as State 
Department foreign service officers. 

Q There has been, I think, much made and probably more in the 
election realm, but maybe not always in the election realm, about a 
lack of a U.S. strategy to deal with the change of government in Libya 
in the Arab Spring. From your perspective where you were sitting, was 
there a U.S. strategy -- I mean I've seen strategy documents -- but 
was there a U.S. strategy that you all were engaged in and trying to 
develop and implement? 

A Yes, but it even predates the Libyan uprising, or it 
continues through the Libyan uprising. Because there was a policy to 
pursue limited U.S. objectives in Libya that preceded Qadafi's fall. 
It included some of the issues we have already talked about, which is 
counterterrorism and protection of -- well, protection against 
proliferation of weapons, promotion of certain commercial interests, 
but it also included trying to encourage a more representative Libyan 
Government. More respect for human rights that were sadly lacking 
under the Qadhafi Government. So these basic policy objectives 
remained throughout this period. Of course, the Libyan uprising 
provided a new impetus to some of them and new opportunities and new 
challenges in trying to pursue them. 

Q I want to talk a little bit -- so I'll go back a little bit 
to the last round where we left off because we were talking a little 
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bit about, I think, late 2011 and youn discussions with Chnis Stevens 
about extending the U.S. presence. Let me just start by talking for 
a couple minutes about Chris Stevens himself. Did you consider Chris 
Stevens to be an expert on Libya? 

A Yes, as much as anyone is an expert on Libya. 

Q From our discussions with a number of people within the 
State Department and previous committees, a lot of people talked about 
giving a fair amount of deference to Chris Stevens' policy views about 
Libya because of his expertise. Do you agree? 

A Yes. I do not like trying to second guess people who are 
in the field, who are working on issues on the ground in ways that we 
at headquarters can't possibly understand. 

Q And so in the fall of 2011, when you would have been talking 
to Chris Stevens, would you have given a lot of weight to his views 
about the extension of U.S. presence in Benghazi? 

A Yes . 

Q And you shared those views? 

A Yes, largely. 

Q And do you recall specifically what he -- and I understand 
it's been a long time -- but what he did say were his views about why 
it was important to stay at that time? 

A We had sort of an on-and-off discussion about this when I 
was there, particularly in August when we were there together, but we 
had an on-and-off discussion about it over the phone or if we would 
see each other elsewhere as well because we knew we had kind of an uphill 
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climb on this. 

The normal response would be once the government's in Tripoli, 
we didn't have anything in Benghazi before that, then you close down 
Benghazi. That would be sort of a normal response given the budget 
climate, given all the other complications. And so Chris and I would 
talk about did we really think this was essential. Why did we think 
it was essential. And it had to do with, again, the fact that Libya 
had been essentially a divided country before, where Benghazi had been 
neglected, oppressed even by Qadhafi, but yet Benghazi was where this 
uprising had begun. It was where the Libyan revolution had begun, so 
it was important that Benghazi feel part of this process. We felt that 
having a small diplomatic presence in Benghazi -- it would not be the 
Embassy. 

Clearly the Embassy would be accredited to the government in 
Tripoli -- but that that would keep our presence as well as the presence 
of others, because we were not the only ones looking at this, as well 
as the presence of others, would keep Benghazi as part of the political 
equation. Because if you didn't have Benghazi feeling invested in what 
was happening in Tripoli, you had the risks of the country splitting 
again, is what we clearly thought. 

Q And were these sort of ongoing discussions sort of 
throughout the fall, so you had your trip in August 2011? It looks 
like you were back in Tripoli in September, October, and then November. 
Were these sort of ongoing discussions with him during that time period? 

A They were ongoing discussions, and of course they included 



603 


53 

Others as well, because we needed to muster our arguments. We needed 
to muster our rationale. We needed to feel confident ourselves that 
this was the right thing to do before we would propose something that 
was going to be, you know, financially difficult. 

Q And it looks like, from the documents that we have seen, 
and I think some people we've spoken to, that the actual decision didn't 
get made to stay in Benghazi until December of 2011? Is that accurate? 

A Yes, yes. And you're referring to the memo to Pat Kennedy. 

Q Yes . 

A Yes the decision was made in December, but of course there 
were a lot of preliminary discussions before that memo was sent forward 
to Pat Kennedy. 

Q And preliminary discussions throughout the State 

Department? Is that what you mean? 

A Throughout the State Department, but this was also, I'm 
sure, was also included in discussions at the NSC. 

Q And do you recall what the NFC's views were? 

A I don't recall any questions about it. I would remember 
objections to this. 

Q And how would that have been sort of phrased? Would that 

have been sort of discussions and recommendations that started from 

the field with Chris Stevens, and then were you joining with Chris 
Stevens, and you would be then recommending that path forward to the 
NSC? 

A I mean, what I remember is that we proposed this to the State 
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Department. The State Department had that responsibility. I don't 
remember exactly how we discussed it with the NSC. 

Q It would have been a State Department decision? 

A It would have been a State Department decision. 

Q And the memo was signed off by Under Secretary Kennedy. 
Would it have been his decision within the State Department? 

A Yes, it would have been Pat's decision, but I can't imagine 
that Pat didn't also consult, inform others, including the Secretary 
on something that was this significant. 

Q On the issue of the large policy decision about staying in 
Benghazi? 

A Yes . 

Q Can you sort of describe the process for the memo itself, 
how it gets worked? 

A The memo is, you know, drafted below my level. It's 
approved by me, and that's not just a nominal approval. On something 
that important, I read, and thought about it, probably made edits. I 
don't remember. But it's only written after there's been enough 
consensus among various stakeholders in the State Department. So this 
memo was only written after, you know. Diplomatic Security, other parts 
of the State Department, would have been in concurrence that there was 
a need to stay, so there was a lot of preliminary meetings before 
somebody started typing out this memo. 

Q And from what we can see, it looks like -- well, did Chris 
Stevens to your knowledge have input into the memo? 
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A I'm sure he did. 

Q Were you awane that some of the language that's actually 
in the memo appears to be sort of cut and pasted from one of Chris 
Stevens' emails? 

A No, I'm not aware, but I'm not surprised. 

Q And you're not surprised because? 

A Because Chris was on the ground. Chris would be making the 
strongest arguments. Chris had a unique perspective that as smart as 
we may think we are at headquarters, we lack. I'm actually happy if 
my desk would be using arguments that Chris Stevens formulated because 
I think he was in a better position than any of the rest of us to know. 

Q Yeah. Great. So much has been made from the fact that the 
memo is specific as to how many Diplomatic Security slots should be 
in Benghazi and how many, you know, in the year moving forward. Do 
you remember how that information got into the memo? 

A It would have gotten into the memo by the discussions 
between NEA and DS. 

Q Now, you had talked about lots of preliminary discussions 
on the policy decision of moving forward and keeping a diplomatic 
presence in Benghazi throughout the Department, with the NSC. 

Would the level of detail of how many particular Diplomatic 
Security agents have been involved in those conversations, or is that 
a decision that DS would have made and would have just sort of been 
inputted into the memo? 

A I don't know because by the time the memo came to me, those 
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words were already there. I would not have signed this memo. Actually 
I didn't sign the memo. I think I was travelling when the memo was 
sent and somebody signed on my behalf. But I approved it remotely. 
I wouldn't have approved this memo had DS not have cleared the memo. 
This would not have been something that we would have done independent 

of DS. So I assume that DS was comfortable with the numbers that were 

in that memo. 

Q And did you generally defer to Diplomatic Security on 
diplomatic security matters? 

A Yes . 

Q Did you trust their judgment? 

A Yes. I have served in some dangerous places throughout my 
career, including places where I know that I was a target, and DS has 
protected me extremely well throughout my career, including on my 
travels as NEA Assistant Secretary in some really problematic places. 
And so I have every reason to trust the professionalism of Diplomatic 
Security. 

Q And so when you received the memo, did you sort of stop and 
question the DS presence, or was your view on it more of an overall 
policy, should we stay in, kind of a view? 

A It was the latter. It was more of the policy view. I 
assumed that my staff and DS were in agreement on the DS requirements. 
Had there been a problem with DS, my staff would have alerted me, and 
they did not, so I did not focus on it. 

Q And we have heard the term split memo or dissent memo. 
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Could Diplomatic Security have issued one on this action memo? 

A Diplomatic Security cleared this memo. 

Q Yes. I mean like in theory could they have? 

A Yes. In theory you could always have a split memo that says 
NEA says this; DS says this, and you ask for a decision by the 
principals, but DS joined this memo. 

Q Yes. And in the memo, it talked about extending through, 
it was obviously through the end of the calendar year of 2012. Why 
until the end of the calendar year of 2012? 

A We thought that that would get us past the critical elements 
of transition, that there was supposed to be elections the following 
summer. I think they actually took place in August, although the date 
wasn't set when that memo went forward. And it would allow the 
government to take off as it would be formed out of those elections. 
So it would provide us the ability to have some understanding of the 
leadership circles in Benghazi, hopefully some influence over what the 
people in Benghazi were thinking through that election and transition 
period . 

Libya is a big country. If we only had a diplomatic presence in 
Tripoli during those elections, I think we would have gotten a very 
distorted view of -- I was already gone from the State Department at 
this point, but I think it would have been a very distorted view if 
you are only reporting what's happening in Tripoli during something 
as critical as the first elections after Qadhafi's fall. 

Q And do you recall whether there were sort of discussions 
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at the time about reevaluating laten, night, to see whether there would 
be an extended U.S. presence or whether the plan was just to leave at 
the end of 2012? 

A The idea was to look at it again. 

Q I want to switch gears and show you an exhibit. I'm going 
to mark this as exhibit 1 , and it's a letter that the committee has 
received from, I believe, 33 former ambassadors, former career 
ambassadors. I just want you to take some time to read it because I 
assume you haven't seen it. 

[Feltman Exhibit No. 1 

Was marked for identification.] 

Ms. Betz. For the record, I think this is the first time that 
the majority has seen this letter. 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms . Oh, okay. It's my understanding that a 
copy of the letter was sent to the majority and the minority. 

Ms. Betz . It just may be us, so we'll double check, but just for 
the record. 

Mr. Feltman . It's also been widely published. 

Mr. Snyder. If we can take a few minutes and read it. 

Mr . Snyder. Okay . 

BY MS. SACHSMAN GROOMS: 

Q Before you were the Assistant Secretary, you were the 
Ambassador to Lebanon? Is that right? Well, not directly before. 

A Not directly before but previously. 

Q And you were the Ambassador to Lebanon during the 2004, 2008 
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unden the Bush administration? 

A Yes . 

Q So you also would have been a careen ambassador. Is that 
accurate? 


A Yes . 

Q A career Foreign Service? 

A Yes . 

Q And following the committee's hearing with Secretary 

Clinton, the committee received a letter from these 33 former career 
ambassadors. It identifies misunderstandings that they felt our 
members had or some of the members had during the hearing that were 
reflected during the questioning. Do you recall whether you had an 
opportunity to watch the hearing with Secretary Clinton? 

A I do not own a television. 

Q Okay. Wonderful for you. 

A Actually the answer should be then no. But that didn't 
answer the question. The question is no. I certainly read the news 
coverage afterwards, but I did not -- and I heard excerpts on the radio, 
but I did not watch it. 

Q The letters from 33 former career ambassadors, do you know 
some of these individuals? 

A Many of them, the majority. 

Q And do you respect their viewpoints? 

A Yes . 

Q I just want to go through some of the points within the 
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letter and ask you whether you agree with them because they said, and 
I'm quoting here: "Our experience in how ambassadors function and how 
they interact with the Department and with the Secretaries of State 
they serve, was at variance with understandings expresses in some lines 
of questions raised by the committee." And that's an important point, 
I think, that if the committee has been misunderstanding things, that 
we need to understand them better. And frankly you're our first 
ambassador here since we received the letter, so I think it will be 
helpful to walk through it, if you don't mind. 

In the first page, that bottom paragraph, it reads: "Each of us 
had ample access to the Secretaries we served. However, that access 
more often than not, was conducted through a range of senior 
professional colleagues across the Department, each of whom was 
empowered to make decisions in the management and policy spheres. The 
normal chain of command is through regional and functional assistant 
secretaries, not directly to the secretaries. Skilled career Foreign 
Service ambassadors understand the need to move questions to decision 
at the right level and to work those decisions up the leadership chain 
as needed. We believe this experience is in keeping with sound 
organizational practice and compatible with what we have seen in the 
private and nongovernmental spheres in which our activities currently 
are focused." 

Do you agree with that statement? 

A Yes . 

Q In your role as Assistant Secretary for NEA, were you part 
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of that normal chain of command that's sort of nefenenced within there? 

A Yes . 

Q And why do you think that chain of command functions well? 

A It enables an ambassador, chief of mission overseas, to have 
immediate access to the part of the State Department that ' s most focused 
on his or her portfolio. That Assistant Secretary has the 
responsibility to make sure that other principals who need to know, 
know what the issue is if it's appropriate to be going beyond that. 
But often things that are of great concern at a particular post can 
be solved by the regional bureau that's working full-time to backstop 
that particular post. It would be untenable to expect the Secretary 
of State to be able to respond to each request from every Ambassador 
of, I think, the U.S. has diplomatic relations in over 190 countries. 

Q Do you believe that when you personally raised up issues 
to the Secretary of State, that she treated them with the appropriate 
level of attention, thoughtfulness, and care? 

A I was in senior leadership positions for the State 
Department when I was in Beirut, earlier when I was in Jerusalem, and 
then, of course, when I was in Washington. And I felt that whether 
I was trying to get something to Condoleeza Rice in the case of Jerusalem 
or Beirut, or trying to get something to Hillary Clinton in the case 
of my Washington tours, that I had absolutely the attention I needed 
from both of those Secretaries with whom I worked most closely. 

Q And when you had a crisis and you needed attention, did you 
feel that you could get their attention? 
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A Absolutely. 

Q What about when you raised issues with other management 
within the State Department like Under Secretary Kennedy? When you 
brought issues that needed to be addressed to his attention, do you 
think he took you seriously, and he treated those issues appropriately? 

A We often called Pat Kennedy the miracle worker at NEA 
because he was the one who could often help us find the solution to 
something that was vexing us. He's tough. He has the responsibility 
for helping us find the resources we may need in a very tight budget 
climate, or in making sure that we have thought through extraction 
capabilities if there's something of risk. So he was a very tough 
counterpart, but he more often than not would find a way to address 
a problem that we could identify for him, so, yes, he was essential 
to my ability as Assistant Secretary to support my overseas posts. 

Q And you felt when you went to him that he was actively trying 
to help solve the problems that you brought to him? 

A Yes. If he thought something simply wasn't realistic that 
we were proposing, he would be straight with that. But more often than 
not, he almost seemed to relish seeing what seemed to be an intractable 
problem and finding a way to overcome that challenge. 

Q And you were there when the Embassy in Tripoli evacuated. 
Right? Let me be more specific. You were in the NEA Bureau as the 
Assistant Secretary when the Embassy in Tripoli evacuated? 

A Yes . 

Q And can you explain how that worked and whether that was 
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sort of a good example of seeing Unden Secretary Kennedy in a crisis 
situation? 

A It was very complicated for a number of reasons. 
Securitywise, Libyan government, bureaucratic restrictions, exit 
visas, permissions, things like that, as well as meteorological, the 
weather. The weather didn't cooperate with us very well. This was 
a joint effort by DS, NEA, with management, Pat Kennedy, being the key 
person, to all of us playing very specific roles. I had to work with 
Bill Burns, the then Deputy Secretary, to try to get the permission 
of the Libyan government to let us leave because the Libyan government 
didn't want us to leave. It was a diplomatic defeat for them to see 
embassies departing. It showed that they weren't able to control the 
security of their own capital, and I think that they could probably 
play it back and realize that we weren't going to come back as long 
as Qadhafi was there. So we had a real diplomatic political problem. 
Then the logistical problem was how do you get people out given the 
security and things? And it was Pat Kennedy who was able to find a 
way to charter the boat from Malta that came in to the port in Tripoli 
to physically move these people. Again, the weather didn't cooperate 
with us. It wasn't the easiest thing. Pat looked at every detail of 
the physical movement of the people, while we looked at the diplomatic 
efforts of it, and security looked at the security aspects to make sure 
it could happen. I don't think there was anyone that was more important 
to that evacuation in Washington than Pat Kennedy. On the ground, 

was essential, but in terms of Washington, it was Pat Kennedy 
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who was essential. 

Q Was that a, and maybe there is no typical, but was that 
evacuation in youn view sort of the typical process for how to work 
through an evacuation? 

A I don't think there is a typical evacuation. I hope there 
never is. 

Q At the time of the evacuation, I think we have seen some 
documents reflecting that there was a delay in the decision announcing 
U.S. policy against Qadhafi until after we could get the U.S. personnel 
out of Tripoli. Is that what you recall? 

A You know, Qadhafi was very unpredictable. He was under 
threat, but he was certainly under pressure because of the uprising 
that was taking place. Given the history of what Qadhafi had done 
around the world, you had to take into account all contingencies. It 
may have been very, very remote, but what if Qadhafi had taken our 
diplomatic personnel as sort of human shields or hostages? You had 
to take that into account. Again, it may have been remote, but we had 
to play out all these contingencies; and so, yes, the decision was our 
statements in the initial days of the uprisings had to take into account 
the safety of our personnel and the safety of American citizens on the 
ground . 

Q And that was a decision made by the State Department. Do 
you know who sort of made that decision, or was that just a consensus? 

A I remember it was a consensus because it was such 


commonsense. 
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Q It was a consensus decision to take into account in U.S. 
policy and put it at the forefront of the safety of our Embassy 
personnel? 

A The safety of our personnel has to take precedence in a 
situation like that. You can develop lots of ways to get messaging 
across to Qadhafi that what he was doing was unacceptable, and we did. 
We were speaking to his aides and advisers directly. We were using 
others who had influence on him to pass the message privately that what 
was happening was absolutely unacceptable. But your public 
messaging -- which is what governments typically react to because they 
have to show a public response to a public message -- you have to take 
into account the absolute essential responsibility of the 
U.S. Government, the State Department, for protection of American 
diplomats, other personnel, facilities, and American citizens. 

Q And it goes without saying, but I'll ask it anyway, it was 
a policy decision that you agreed with? 

A Yes . 

Q I ' m just going to take you back to the letter . On the second 
page where we had left off it reads: Ultimately if an Ambassador 
believes an issue is sufficiently critical to merit the Secretary's 
attention, the Ambassador has both the means and the responsibility 
to make certain it does. In the event of an urgent need for direct 
contact with the Secretary, however, none of us expected to use direct 
email contact as there are more effective ways of communicating. For 
example, the State Department Operations Center, which operates 24/7, 
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provides better access to senior officials than does any direct cell 
phone number and can track down department principals any time, 
anywhere. Do you agree with that statement? 

A Yes . 

Q And can you explain the importance of using the ops center 
when you're outside of the U.S., or outside of headquarters? 

A Sometimes you can use the ops center in headquarters. The 
ops center knows where the Secretary is at all times and what the 
Secretary is doing at all times. So the ops center can reach -- I'll 
say her, because it was -- I'll use the pronoun her because it was a 
she --at any time. And if the Secretary is like in a meeting with 
the President, the ops center would be able to find someone to pull 
the Secretary out if needed. If I had a direct cell phone and she had 
turned it off, what good is that? I needed to reach her urgently. The 
other thing is, the ops center, with permission of the callers, of the 
people on the phone, can take notes to alert others of the information. 
If you're having a one-on-one conversation with the Secretary, and you 
need follow-up, if you're an Ambassador and you call the Secretary and 
say. Madam Secretary, I need X,Y and Z, do you expect the Secretary 
of State herself to drop her entire schedule and then call up Pat Kennedy 
and say, Pat, we need this; call up Eric Boswell and say, Eric, we 
need this. You would want someone else to be on the call as well to 
make sure that the action items agreed upon are followed up, not because 
the Secretary will neglect, but because that's not the best use of the 
Secretary of State's time. 
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So that's the reason why I think using the ops center -- those 
are two reasons, the ability to reach the Secretary at all times and 
to know what the Secretary is doing, whether it's appropriate to 
interrupt or not, and to be able to make sure that action by other parts 
of the State Department are followed up upon. 

Q And you would use that maybe even if you were in the same 
building as the Secretary? 

A Yes. But there were a variety of things I could do and did 
do. I often would simply stop by lake Sullivan's office. If there 
was something where I wanted the Secretary to know something, but I 
didn't need to engage with her directly and she had a very busy schedule, 
I would drop by lake and say, lake, can you make sure the boss knows 
X, Y or Z. And then lake would tell me later if she had any reaction 
to X, Y or Z, or she perhaps would call me when she had a break and 
say, hey, I got your message, and I agree with what our proposing or 
whatever. So it wasn't always using the ops center. It was using 
whatever means was most appropriate and most convenient at the time. 

Q And is it fair to say that your standard practice was not 
to email the Secretary's unclassified email account in order to get 
matters to her attention? 

A I responded to emails that she sent me. I do not believe 
that there's a single email I initiated with her. I would have thought 
it would be inappropriate, you know, email address notwithstanding, 
whatever the email address is, I think it would have been inappropriate 
for an Assistant Secretary to email her directly when there are so many 
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Other ways to get hen information. 

Q And so the lack of extensive email communication between 
you and the Secretary in her unclassified email account, doesn't 
reflect a lack of communications between the two of you or the lack 
of information that was flowing up from you to the Secretary. Is that 
accurate? 

A That's accurate. I think it would be rare if we were both 
in Washington that we didn't see each other on a daily basis. 

Q In here, just further down in that paragraph, it says, 
quote, "We did not expect the Secretary of State to read each of the 
hundreds of thousands of cables sent annually to the Department. We 
knew the Department cables sent under the Secretary's name were only 
rarely approved by him or her." Is that accurate? 

A Yes . 

Q And this, I think this particular claim is probably a 

reference to some allegations that we had seen before that the 
Washington Post Fact Checker had sort of checked already. Is it fair 
to say that lots and lots of department cables bear the Secretary of 
State's name in the signature line, but that does not mean that she 
approved the decision? 

A Yes . 

Q In the next paragraph it says, quote, "Ambassadors are given 

wide latitude in how they operate in the field. We were expected to 
use our good judgment paired with internal vetting processes in 
deciding where to travel in country. The same was expected in deciding 
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with whom Embassy staff should meet. Decisions all the more critical 
in wan zones and other crisis situations." Was this true for the 
Ambassadors in the NEA Bureau when you were there and for you when you 
were the Ambassador to Lebanon? 

A Yes. The exceptions being that if there is a designated 
terrorist entity, ambassadors would not be able to freely meet with 
representatives of terrorist organizations, but in general, yes, this 
is accurate. 

Q And you had spoken previously about giving ambassadors sort 
of a wide latitude as to how they operate in the field and to their 
judgments about the field. Can you explain why that is better than 
sort of micromanaging things from D.C.? 

A I don't think the 6,000 mile screwdriver works very well. 
It was important for me as Assistant Secretary to make sure that the 
chiefs of mission in NEA countries understood the realities of 
Washington. They needed to know if they had policy recommendations 
that simply were not feasible, if they were proposing ideas that were 
contrary to overall U.S. policies. 

It was my job to steer them, to help them understand Washington 
realities, but it was their job to make sure Washington understood the 
realities that they were experiencing and they knew about on the ground . 
And for me to second guess who they were seeing, how they were 
interpreting interlocutors' views, interlocutors who I may not know 
or may have only met in very formal settings but they knew quite well, 
would have just been wrong and would have distorted the foreign policy 
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process, would have distorted our ability collectively to understand 
what was happening in any particular country. 

Q And if they needed something from you in terms of resources, 
would they reach out to you? 

A Yes, but it wouldn't start that way. It would start at a 
far lower level and perhaps be worked out without me ever knowing that 
there was a resource request from a certain post, or perhaps I would 
be told by my own management people, my own executive office, hey, we 
need such and such for this embassy or this ambassador, and we have 
figured out how to do it by shifting this around. Do you approve? And 
I would approve it without ever having the conversation with the 
Ambassador. If the Ambassador were not getting any satisfaction at 
lower levels, at that point the Ambassador may reach me . And I traveled 
quite frequently, and so ambassadors would often take the opportunity 
of my travel and take that opportunity to talk to me about issues that 
they had of concern about Washington support. 

Q The next paragraph goes on to say, "In many countries rule 
of law is rarely what it should be and security issues in some of these 
countries can be dire. The Secretary has leadership responsibilities 
for the security of all of those under his or her charge. However, 
in carrying out that responsibility, any Secretary must rely heavily 
on senior subordinates and on ambassadors, who have a designated and 
specific authority in this regard, to flag when a security issue is 
not being dealt with adequately. 

Diplomacy carries inherent risks especially in high-threat 
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posts. Ambassadors understand these risks and constantly make 
decisions of how much risk to take and for what purpose. They know 
that absolute security is not possible and that these decision rarely 
will be clear-cut. However, they need the latitude to make difficult 
day-to-day decisions, relying on advice from security professionals 
and the expectation that they will receive appropriate support from 
Washington . " 

Do you agree with those statements? 

A Yes . 

Q Now the NEA Bureau, especially during your time in that 2011 
timeframe, was full of dangerous places. Can you speak to how to 
balance the policy needs for being in those countries with the security 
risks? 

A It's something that one has to monitor constantly. This 
is not, as we learned in 2011 in NEA, if we didn't know it already, 
this is not a static region where you can make a decision today on how 
one is going to operate in any one country and expect to just be able 
to continue that procedure. You have to look at this constantly . It's 
why all embassies are required and do develop tripwires. They develop 
tripwires in several areas. They develop tripwires on when one might 
need to draw down Embassy staff, and if you're in a dangerous place, 
you have tripwires on what travel outside of an embassy compound, often 
a very fortified embassy compound, what tripwires would close down 
those sorts of travel requirements. I know this very well from, of 
course, my time in Beirut. The tripwires are an essential tool because 
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they're a neminden of what you all collectively agreed were warning 
signs. Because if you're someplace and the situation is slowly 
deteriorating, you may not recognize that deterioration, so your 
tripwires remind you of what it was you said need to alert you. 

Q Would that have been a top-down analysis or a sort of bottom 
up where you gave deference to the ambassadors? 

A In my experience, it tends to be a bottom-up where it's 
developed between security staff, other parts of an Embassy, say, but 
ultimately approved by the Emergency Action Committee of any post that 
includes the input of all of the heads of all of the agencies represented 
at that post. 

Q And these ambassadors also talk about relying on the 
security professionals. I think you also spoke to that. Why would 
you rely on the security professionals on these sorts of decisions, 
the security professionals in the field, on these sorts of decisions? 

A They have the responsibility, they have the skills, they 
have the knowledge of best practices. They are the ones who have, I 
would argue, the proven track record, of fulfilling these 
responsibilities . 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. I think my time is up. So I will say thank 

you . 

Ms. Dackson. Off the record. 


[Recess . ] 
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BY MS. DACKSON: 

Q I have 11:09, and we'll begin oun next hour of questioning. 

The minonity covered several topics that's on our list, which 
you ' 11 be happy to know, because it will cut down the number of questions 
that we overall have. But I do have some sort of follow-up, add-on 
questions to what they covered. 

But first, going back to my first round, we talked about your five 
trips to Libya in 2011. And you talked about Ben Fishman traveled with 
you in August of 2011. Did any other U . S . Government personnel. State 
Department, or interagency personnel travel with you in August of 2011, 
other than Mr. Fishman? 

A My special assistant. 

Q And that was? 

name is 

Q What about your trip earlier in May of 2011? 

A I'm sure I had a staff assistant with me because I tended 

to travel with the staff assistant to make sure that I stayed connected 
with Washington, but I don't remember who it was. 

Q But no other interagency personnel accompanied you on that 

trip in May of 2011? 

A No. 
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Q Okay. I believe youn next trip was then to Tripoli in 
September. Is that correct? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. And did anyone travel with you other than a staff 
assistant? 


A No. 

Q And then there was the October trip that you went with the 
Secretary. Is that correct? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. And I assume she traveled with any number of people 

on that trip. Did you actually travel with the Secretary, or did you 
travel -- 


A I was on the road someplace else in the Middle East and North 

Africa and I met her in Malta and flew in and out with her from Malta. 

Q And that was a day trip into -- 

A Yes . 

Q Was there any discussion that she would go to Benghazi? 

A I don't believe so, but there had been talk in the spring 

about a possible trip to Benghazi that never quite worked out for a 
number of scheduling and other reasons. But I don't believe that 
September trip included the possibility of Benghazi. 

Q Okay. And when the Secretary was there, the embassy in 

Tripoli had reopened. Is that correct? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. Did Chris Stevens come from Benghazi over to 
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Tripoli? 

A I don't believe so. 

Q Okay. And was there a reason that he didn't come over to 
meet with the Secretary? 

A I don't believe so. 

Q Okay. During the time that the Secretary was in Tripoli 
that day, were there meetings or discussions about a continued presence 
by the State Department in Benghazi? 

A If there were, it was quite light and in passage. She had 
a very, very busy schedule going to see a variety of Libyan officials, 
meeting with representatives of Libyan civil society, delivering a 
speech. It was a jam-packed day and it wasn't the type of quiet time 
to have sort of policy discussions like that. 

Q Okay. Do you recall any meeting with just the embassy staff 
and the Secretary that day where discussions about embassy staff, or 
the vision and future of our diplomatic presence in Libya was discussed 
internally with State Department personnel? 

A She typically met with embassy personnel on her travels more 
to show support for them rather than have any type of sort of, you know, 
you can't discuss policy in a town hall, in a town hall-type setting. 
But I don't recall such a meeting in Tripoli. I either forgot that 
there was one or perhaps for a number of reasons it didn't happen. 

Q And then I believe you also traveled, I think it was, in 
November of 2011. Is that when Ambassador Rice came to Libya? 

A Yes . 
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Q Did you travel with hen? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. And I don't nememben. She went to Tripoli and 
Benghazi or one or the other? 

A She went to Benghazi and Tripoli, in that order. 

Q Okay. And other than your staff assistant and perhaps a 
staff assistant traveling with her, were there any other 
representatives of other government agencies or any other U.N. people 
that traveled in November? 

A I wasn't U.N. then. I was State Department. I was still 
State Department. She had her own staff from the U.S. Mission to the 
United Nations. That's different from the U.N. Those are also 
U.S. Government officials, work at the U.S. Mission of the U.N. 
Samantha Power went from the White House and then there were, you know, 
various others, but it was a State Department, U.S. Mission to the U.N. 
with Samantha Power in trip. 

Q And do you recall the purpose of Samantha Power being along 
from the national security staff? 

A I think it was natural for her to be included on one of these 
trips. First of all, she was the one who was the person at the 
White House who was watching international organizations, looking at 
the U.S. role in the United Nations, and after all, the effort in Libya 
was under the United Nations umbrella. So I think it was appropriate 
for her to witness firsthand what this U.N. mandate had at that time 


wrought. 
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Q Going back to youn trip in August of 2011, and I believe 
that's the one that Mn. Fishman accompanied you on. Is that connect? 

A Yes . 

Q Was thene discussions with Mn. Fishman about the ovenall 
U.S. Govennment involvement in Benghazi duning that tnip? On 
actually, let me ask it this way: What was the punpose of Mn. Fishman 
going to Benghazi in August of 2011? 

A Flis nesponsibilities at the NSC included Libya. I don't 
think they wene limited to Libya, but he was the pnimany staff-level 
penson dealing with the Libya policy at the White House. I don't think 
he had been to Libya. When he asked me if he could come with me, I 
welcomed it as a way to help him undenstand the challenges and 
oppontunities that Libya pnesented by having a little bit of 
on-the-gnound awaneness. 

Q Okay. And do you necall if he made subsequent tnips to 
Libya aften that? 

A I don't know. 

Q Okay. If you could just educate us a little bit on what 
the NSC bnings when we'ne in a place like Libya on we'ne intenvening 
in anothen countny. I mean, fnom my neading, Libya was nathen unique 
in what was happening because thene was an oventhnow of a govennment 
as opposed to what was happening in some of the othen countnies in Nonth 
Afnica . 

But explain to us, if you could, on educate us, please, about how 
the NSC guides and dinects what the U.S. Govennment 's note is in a 
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country such as Libya? 

A The NSC plays an important coordinating role. As much as 
the State Department professionals would like to think that we have 
a monopoly on representing the U.S. in any country abroad, in fact, 
that's not the case. And, you know, DOD had interests in Libya. Other 
agencies we can talk about elsewhere have interests in Libya. 

And the NSC basically disciplines us all to try to come up with 
consensual approaches to things that affect all of our interests. Now 
that I work at the -- I don't want to talk about the United Nations 
that much but -- 

Q Right. And we'll steer clear. 

A -- but the United Nations doesn't have such an organ. So 
I see the value in hindsight of having one part of a bureaucracy that's 
primary purpose is to make sure that the various other components of 
the bureaucracy are working in as collaborative a fashion as possible. 

Q So the NSC would be the coordinating agency that would 
direct the State Department to say we want to do X, Y, and Z. We want 
humanitarian relief. We want support for educational opportunities. 
We want election monitoring people in Libya, for example. And you. 
State Department, are in charge of ensuring that these types of 
personnel get in. Would that be -- I'm just trying to understand how 
the NSC would undertake its coordinating role? 

A There's several roles that the NSC plays in situations such 
as you described. First of all, there are -- and I'm going to talk 
more generally than just Libya -- there are often policy directives 
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that come out of the President, you know, presidential policy 
directives. The NSC will make sure, to the best of its ability -- that 
the rest of us are developing our own activities in accordance to those 
policy directives that come from the White House. 

So there is a certain discipline that the NSC is designed to impose 
on the various components of this government. A second area also I 
would put into the disciplinarian for coordination. Let's say that 
the State Department had a certain proposal for an activity in any 
country, could be Libya or elsewhere. The NSC, through its 
coordination meetings can say, hey, these other agencies have an 
interest in that activity or have some equities here. You need to make 
sure that you're coordinating, you're not just going on your own. 

The State Department is being the diplomatic arm of the 
U.S. Government. The Secretary of State is representing the President 
to foreign diplomats, can also use the NSC to make sure that other parts 
of the system are recognizing or supporting that lead role that the 
State Department does have. So I look at the NSC as being useful in 
imposing sort of coherence onto the system. 

Now, it doesn't also work. This is not a perfect system. And, 
yes, there were times when we might be annoyed that the NSC is calling 
another meeting when I felt I had other things to do. But the lack 
of that coordinating role that I've seen elsewhere makes me appreciate 
that much more the structures that are set up here. 

Q And during your time, and especially focusing on 2011, did 
the NSC have specific policy directives that they wanted accomplished 
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in Libya? 

A You know, yes, but these were derived collabonatively 

through this interagency process that we touched on earlier. 

Q Okay. Was there a presidential directive on the Middle 
East overall as a region? 

A There was one that was in development, but I don't believe 
it was issued before I left. I may be wrong. 

Q Okay. 

Ms. Betz . Not one in 2011? That was issued in 2011? 

Mr. Feltman . Maybe there -- I simply do not remember. But we 
had -- again, I don't feel any lack of, or any shortage of, engagement 
with the NSC to make sure that, from my own part, I was abiding by policy 
directions that came from the White House. But in terms of an 
overarching -- perhaps there was. I simply don't remember. 

Ms. Betz . Would they play a role in logistics? Would they make 
sure staffing was adequate? I mean, did they have a role in sort of 
the logistics or resources within these policy directives? 

Mr. Feltman . They would often ask us what we were doing to 
implement them, but it wasn't the same as directing staffing, no. 

BY MS. 3ACKSON: 

Q What was happening in North Africa, in the spring and summer 
of 2011, in the political upheaval realm, was Libya different than other 
countries such as Egypt and Tunisia? I mean, how was the -- was the 
Arab Spring revolution the same in Libya or different than its 
surrounding countries? 
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A There were similarities and differences in all of these 
countries. The similarities were the mobilization of youth . The sort 
of collapse in the legitimacy of leaderships in all these 
organization -- in all of these countries, you know, that the 
legitimacy that Qadhafi had from his -- from the revolution had 
completely eroded. The legitimacy that Mubarak had, had eroded. So 
there were a lot of similarities between the phenomenons, the 
uprisings . 

But, of course, how they developed in each country were sui 
generis based on a number of factors, not only that country's history 
but how the leadership reacted to those uprisings. Mubarak stepped 
down. Bashar al-Assad and Qadhafi tried to suppress through violence. 
All Abdullah Saleh in Yemen ultimately negotiated a way out of office. 

So how these revolutions -- if you call them revolutions -- how 
these uprisings proceeded varied. But the fundamental feeling of 
youth disenfranchisement, of lack of opportunities, of lack of 
legitimacy by governments, these were similar. These were shared 
across the region. 

Q From a different perspective, can you compare and contrast 
for us how the governments were able to evolve from these uprisings 
and talk about -- what I'm wanting to focus on is the capability of 
the new government to govern. 

A Again, there's similarities and differences. But one of 
the characteristics of the Arab states, that went through uprisings 
in 2011 and after, one of the similarities from 2010 and before was 
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that you had strong leadens with weak legitimacy. You know, Bashar 
al-Assad, Qadhafi, Ben All in Tunis, Mubarak in Egypt, these were strong 
leaders who controlled the levers of the state to benefit their ruler 
and their supporters. They were strong leaders but they had weak 
legitimacy. 

What happened after these uprisings is you had governments 
authorities that had strong legitimacy. They had overthrown the 
dictators . They had removed the dictators, but they were weak leaders . 
So you had the reverse which allowed, in the case of Egypt, for more 
or less, a return to the -- you know, after -- you know, it took a couple 
years but you had a return to the previous authoritarianism in Egypt. 

In Tunisia you had a negotiation among the two political parties 
that led to elections and power sharing that's actually a positive way 
forward, although it's still weak. In the case of Libya, you've had, 
unfortunately, that strong legitimacy shatter under the differences 
between the various constituencies inside Libya. So you had 
similarities at the large level and then individual developments at 
the country level. 

Q So why did Libya shatter? 

A The institutions of Libya were not as strong as the 
institutions in Egypt or in Tunisia, for example. Qadhafi had hollowed 
out the institutions, including the armed forces of Libya over the 
course of his rule in favor of using a policy of fear to have everything 
revolve around him, meaning that the TNC and then the government that 
moved back to Tripoli, you know, in, what, September, August, September 
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of 2011, did not have the same institutional fnamewonk on which to 
develop thein own authorities that was present in Cairo or in Tunis. 
There was a much greater challenge for the authorities in Libya. 

And there were also far greater divisions in Libya than there were 
in, say, Tunisia. Tunisia is a relatively homogeneous country with 
a -- that's majority middle class, majority owning houses. It's a 
country that has some strong social foundations -- social economic 
challenges as well. I don't want to underestimate those. 

But in Libya you had the historic divisions between east, west, 
and south. You had very strong tribal loyalties. Some of the tribes 
having supported Qadhaf i and having benef itted from Qadhaf i ' s rule that 
were suspicious of the changes. You had an Islamist secular split in 
Libya as well. You had -- some of these divisions were present in 
Tunisia as well but not to the extent that there were in Libya. It 
made the challenge in Libya much greater than the challenge of 
governance in Tunis. 

Q So looking back, what could've been done or what should've 
been done by the U.S. Government to, if we could, prevent Libya from 
shattering? 

A I don't think that -- we all wish that Libya today looked 
better than Libya does, without question. I don't think that the 
United States or any other country can assume that we could have, quote, 
saved Libya. Obviously, hindsight forces us to think again about 
decisions that were taken throughout 2011 and 2012. 

But let's face the facts: The Libyans did not want foreign 
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intervention on foreign interference in their internal affairs. They 
accepted the U.N. Security Council resolution, the civilian 
protection mandate that NATO then implemented as a tool toward 
overthrowing Qadhafi. They did not accept a role for NATO troops to 
come in and secure Libya afterwards. The Libyans made a lot of 
decisions themselves that have contributed to the sorry state of Libya 
today. 

But the knowledge that we all had that Libya could shatter, we 
didn't think it was inevitable but that it could shatter, is what has 
led to some of the things we' re discussing today. Why it was that Chris 
Stevens and I both believed we should maintain a presence for some time 
in Benghazi, to from try to use our diplomatic interventions to 
understand if the country was starting to split, if there was anything 
that we could do to try to influence it . Because I really don't believe 
that in a country as complicated as Libya that only having a presence 
in Tripoli would have given us sufficient understanding. 

Q So one of the things this committee is to do is to make 
recommendations. So is a recommendation that if we go into a country 
like Libya again under -- well, hopefully there are no more countries 
like Libya, but if we were to go into a country that is facing a similar 
situation, should we put more personnel in at the beginning? Should 
there be more of a -- not -- a surge or more personnel from across the 
spectrum in there? I mean, what would be a recommendation in hindsight 
of what could have been done differently? 

A Please remember that I did retire from the State Department 
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in May 2012 so the discussions that took place between May and September 
of 2012 in the U.S. Government I'm not privy to. So what options were 
considered then I don't know. 

You ask a very tough question because we do have the lesson of 
Benghazi, you know, behind us. And one could argue that contradicts 
my basic belief which is that we need to have diplomatic presences in 
critical areas around the world, despite the risks. 

And I'm very proud to have served in the Foreign Service where 
people are willing to go out and serve in these sorts of places, despite 
the grave personal risk that they face and the personal hardship they 
often have, separation from families, et cetera. So I do believe that 
we need to be in places that are dangerous, and we need to find a way 
to mitigate the risks as best we can, but we ' re never going to eliminate 
the risks. 

The other thing I believe strongly is that we have to make sure 
that even if the embassy walls are very high and very thick for obvious 
security reasons, that we are not closing ourselves off from the 
broadest spectrum possible of political opinion, of influence, of 
access to influence makers in a particular country. And so that means 
that we're going to have to find a way of developing and cultivating 
a wide base of contacts in countries like Libya to give us insights, 
influence, et cetera. 

Libya is particularly challenging. As I said, there were no 
diplomatic relations. There were no diplomats in Libya for decades. 
The U.S. diplomats went back into Tripoli in 2004 and worked in very 
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nestnictive environments. You know, Qadhafi was paranoid about U.S. 
engagements, so the embassy had faced lots of challenges. 

And my salutes to Gene Cretz and and 

and all the people that worked there for how creative there were in 
making contacts with Libyan society despite the fact that the Libyan 
Government didn't want them to meet with other Libyans. The Libyan 
Government wanted to maintain a monopoly on contacts with the 
U.S. Government. 

But in most countries an embassy will develop over decades rich 
contact base, credibility with a wide number of civil society 
organizations, with universities, with students groups, with lawyers. 
In Libya, none of that existed, and that was why it was almost heroic 
what Gene and^^| and^^| and^^^^^^f and Chris and all these people 
did . 

Ms. lackson. Would you like to take a break? Let's go off the 
record . 

[Recess . ] 

BY MS. lACKSON: 

Q I want to turn now to the -- what we call the extension memo 
from December of 2011 that went out under your signature to Under 
Secretary Kennedy that we discussed or what you discussed in the last 
hour. And you had described a process of a series of meetings and 
discussions and essentially consensus before the memo goes up. Is that 
correct? 

A Consensus among those other parts of the State Department 
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that had interests on whose support was essential, such as Diplomatic 
Security, yes. 

Q And was OBO another essential partner or stakeholder in the 
memo, if you recall? 

A I don't recall but there would have had to have been -- what 
I can say for sure is if OBO wasn't part of the process, Pat Kennedy 
would have made sure that once that memo got there that OBO was included . 
If we had somehow neglected, I don't remember. 

Q Okay. Because they were going to be dealing with the 
physical security aspects of the villa compound that was going to be 
leased. Is that correct? 

A Yes . 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. OBO? 

Mr. Feltman . OBO and DS. 

BY MS. lACKSON: 

Q So I just want to makes sure I understand this clearance 
and consensus process. Is that -- would it be fair to describe that 
as a commitment from those components of the State Department that they 
are going to support the expansion into Benghazi as written in that 
document? 

A I believe it reflects -- yes, I believe it would reflect 
an understanding by all those that were involved in development of that 
memo, what the responsibilities were that we were all undertaking, and 
if this memo were approved. 

Q Let me take a step away from that particular memo. Were 
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there any other justification memos that had to go up? For example, 
was there a policy memo that went to the under secretary for political 
affairs -- and I don't remember if it was Wendy Sherman at the time, 
but I think it was -- saying we have a policy political reason for being 
in Benghazi through the end of 2012? Were there any other 
corresponding memos that would be approved, or were you on the political 
affairs sides the person that made that decision by being the author 
of the memo? 

A I do not know if there were other memos that would have been, 
as you say, accompanying this one or not, you know, parallel, 
complementary memos. But certainly, I had these discussions with my 
bosses at the State Department about why Chris Stevens and I both 
thought that we needed to maintain a presence in Benghazi. 

Q Okay. And we're just trying to understand the 
decision-making flow within the State Department . Would you typically 
see those types of parallel policy type memos go up, or would you just 
see more of the, what I would say is more the logistical type memos 
go forward? 

A I mean, there was an earlier -- I know that there was an 
earlier policy memo that went forward, but it preceded this one, I 
believe, where we talked about what are the U.S. interests in Libya, 
what are the U.S. policy goals in Libya in the coming period, where 
we would say explicitly we're not here for state building. We're here 
for these specific things. 


So I know that there was a memo that went forward so that there 
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was -- to make sure that we had a general understanding and consensus 
from our superiors what NEA was pursuing was, in fact, approved above 
just the NEA level. 

Q And would that have gone to your under secretary for 
political affairs, or would it have gone to the deputy secretaries or 
to the secretary? 

A I'm guessing it went to the deputy secretary with clearance 
from the under secretary of political affairs, but that's merely a 
guess. I don't remember. That typically would have been what I would 
have done and relied on Bill Burns to make sure if there was something 
specific for the secretary to see that it would have happened. 

But, again, I want to underscore, I had ready access to the 
secretary. I don't think that anything that I would have put in any 
of these memos would have surprised her just because of the sort of 
ongoing discussion we had about the Arab Spring. 

Q So at the time that the memo to Under Secretary Kennedy went 
out under your signature, you were confident that it was going to be 
approved because you had -- it had been massaged, if you will, through 
all the people who needed to be aware of it and be the decisionmakers? 

A I was confident that we had done our best to build the 
consensus that would led to a yes. You're never sure when you sign 
a memo to Pat Kennedy if you're going to get that yes no matter how 
much homework you've done ahead of time, because Pat Kennedy is the 
one that's going to be responsible for making sure that we can do what 
we say we're going to do. 
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He's the one that's going to be responsible for making sure that 
the contingencies have properly been followed. He's looking at this 
not in the NEA context only. He's looking at this in the global context 
of what resources we have available in terms of financing, staffing, 
security, et cetera. 

So yes, I had a fairly good sense that we had addressed the 
questions that Pat Kennedy was going to ask me, but I didn't know for 
sure whether Pat Kennedy would say yes when I sent this memo forward. 
I hoped he would and I thought he would. 

Q Do you recall, did he have any questions or concerns that 
came back to you after the memo went to him? 

A I don't recall. 

Q Okay. If he did, who would have been in that process to 
have known any concerns that he had? 

A Had Pat felt strongly about something, Pat would have picked 
up the phone and called me or Pat would have said, leff, come to my 
office. Pat picked up the phone regularly when he felt the need to. 
And then his -- I don't know what her title was at the time -- but 
-- who worked for was 

contact constantly with my executive director, 

Because, again, we had management issues, I mean, across the 
region. Embassy Sana'a was the -- was breached by a mob the day after 
Chris Stevens was -- no. Embassy Sana'a was breached -- because I was 
still assistant secretary at one point. Anyway, there were all sorts 
of management security issues that we had because of the reactions of 
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the Arab Spring that we had to be working directly with Pat Kennedy's 
office all the time. And so that was usually and 

Q And, granted, it's a few years down the road, but just so 
that I'm clear, you don't recall Pat Kennedy communicating any 
objections to any component of the December 2011 extension memo prior 
to his approval of it? 

A I don't recall, but perhaps you have documentation he did. 
But I don't recall. 

Q Okay. Actually, we don't have any documentation to that. 
We're just trying to confirm that the lack of documentation -- that 
we're interpreting the lack of documentation correctly. 

Mr. Kenny. But, Sharon, just to be precise on that point, because 
you referred to it as a December 2011 memo and we understand there were 
various drafts and iterations of that. So when you say he had a 
objection, do you mean with the final or -- 

Ms. lackson . With what was approved, yes. 

BY MS. lACKSON: 

Q Well, let me just follow up on that exchange. Unless there 
was an objection, would the signer or the approver, such as Under 
Secretary Kennedy, would they have seen the drafts, or would you grab 
the consensus first and then send up one memo? 

A I would not send a memo to Pat Kennedy if I didn't think 
it had a good likelihood of him signing it. This was not just to put 
me on the record that I thought we should be in Benghazi. This was 
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to actually tny to make sure we were in Benghazi. 

know how on the 

components of M that signed off on -- that were pant of the consensus 
building. I don't know how they openate with Pat Kennedy. I don't 
know if they showed him eanlien dnafts on not. I don't know. But I 
do know that the dnaft evolved based on the convensations we had with 
his office and the subcomponents unden him. 

Q Okay. And, again, just to wnap up this anea, when all the 
diffenent agencies on subcomponents cleaned on it, you undenstood that 
to be thein commitment to pnovide whateven nesounces wene covened by 
thein wonld? 

A Yes . 

Q I want to switch geans to something that you mentioned in 
passing befone, and that is the Libyans wene veny nesistant to having 
any type of foneign pantnens having a militany pnesence in thein 
countny. And is that a connect necitation of what you said befone? 

A Yes . 

Q Did oun Depantment of Defense want to have a pnesence in 

Libya post nevolution? 

A They wanted to have, you know, defense attache, that sont 
of office, a tnaditional defense diplomatic pnesence. And we also 
asked DOD fon, you know, some secunity suppont. But DOD most 
definitely did not want to have, quote, boots on the gnound. 

Q Ane thene othen types of Depantment of Defense missions in 

a countny which they call like mill-to-mill nelations on something like 



643 


93 

that, on is that what you ' ne referring to when you talk about the defense 
attache, or are those two different things? 

A A typical embassy will have two defense components in it. 
A defense attache, who is the head of all the defense activities, and 
a defense attache is essentially the military advisor to the Ambassador 
who represents DOD diplomatically with local counterparts who does 
things like that. 

The other component tends to be the part of defense that will work 
on military sales, on military training. If you have an assistance 
program with a certain country, it will go through the military 
assistant's office, which typically falls under the DATT, but it's 
somewhat independent. So that's a typical military presence is a 
defense attache and a military assistance office. 

Q And is the assistance office equipment or training or a 
combination of both? 

A It depends on the country, but it can be both. It can be 
sales, it can be grants, it can be training. It depends on what the 
country is. 

Q Okay. I'm going to mark an email exchange as exhibit 
number 2 and ask you to take a look at that. 

And Ambassador Feltman, I'd like to note for the record that 
Chairman Trey Gowdy has joined us here today. 

[Feltman Exhibit No. 2 

Was marked for identification.] 


Mr. Feltman . Mr. Chairman. 
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Mn. Gowdy. Ambassador, how are you? 

Mn. Feltman . I'm fine, Mn. Chairman. Thank you. 

BY MS. DACKSON: 

Q And for the record, this is an email exchange dated Duly 26, 
between the top, and 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. Is it correct that this witness is not a 
party on any of the issues? 

Mr. Feltman . I'm not a party to the -- 

Ms. lackson. Yeah. But he may be aware of the issues that are 
discussed in here, and that will be my next question, if he is aware 
of the issues discussed in this. 

BY MS. lACKSON: 

Q So if you would just take a couple minutes and look at that. 

A Okay. 

Q Ambassador Feltman, this email discusses generally a DOD 

presence in Benghazi. Are you aware of that issue being discussed at 
that time? 

A I don't remember. 

Q Okay. And in particular, on the second page of that email, 

the one that is Duly 26, 2011, at 11:04 a.m. between and 

the third line says, "As you know, Chris and have 
not welcomed the idea of DOD presence in Benghazi at this point, but 
we can listen." And signed, 

Do you know what they would be referring to based on the review 
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of this email exchange? 

A I do not know the specific case in question. I do know that 
there was great clamoring from all across the U.S. Government to put 
personnel in Benghazi. And the facilities and ability to move people 
around were quite limited, and so we were constantly, constantly trying 
to resist a huge expansion or a huge surge in visitors . We had to manage 
the visitor load because, you know, people wanted to be part of New 
Libya, and they wanted to show that their department agency was there. 

And so we had very complicated visitor rotation schedules to make 
sure we weren't overwhelming a very small staff that had a very 
important task. So I assume this is in that context, but I don't 
remember the specific case. 

Q Do you recall that was the DATT, the DATT, 

liaison with Embassy Tripoli, or he was the Department of Defense 
attache? 


A The last time I was in Embassy Tripoli before the evacuation 
was in December 2010, and yes, I met with the DATT there. 

Q And was that at the time? 

A I believe so. The name rings a bell. I believe so. 

Because the name doesn't ring a bell from this email exchange. The 
name rings a bell from something else from my distant past. 

Q And just to tie the loop in here, was on your 

staff at the time in NEA? 

A Yes, she was the Libya desk officer. 

Q Okay. And so she would have been the appropriate person 





646 


96 

to be having these conversations? 

A Yes. If this issue reached my desk or my ears, it must have 
been at the point of resolution, because I simply don't remember it. 

Q And who's if you know? 

A was the head of the political section in 

Embassy Tripoli, so she was part of what we sort of jokingly referred 
to as Embassy Tripoli on the Potomac. 

Q In exile often? 

A Yes . 

Q And so this being in Duly of 2011, it's when they were in 

suspended operations from Tripoli and had been brought back here? 

A By that summer, we were encouraging staff from Embassy 
Tripoli to find onward assignments because we realized that the Embassy 
Tripoli, as we had known it would not be going back in any form like 
we had it. So we were encouraging people at that point to go. 
and are both extremely talented professional officers. 

Q And it's my understanding that the rotation process for 
movement within the State Department typically occurs in the 
summertime? 

A Yes, and people have kids at school, people have, you know, 
obviously their professional obligations are paramount but we also try 
to keep into account family friendly policies. 

Q Okay. During your time at NEA, was there a continued push 
for a military presence at some level in either Tripoli once it reopened 
or Benghazi? 
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A What I nememben is the -- again, is the trying to reconcile 
the number of parts of the U.S. Government that felt they had a need 
to be present in either place with the realities of the physical and 
security resources available to us. I don't remember specific 
discussions with DOD. I just remember the overall thing, that there 
was an incredible pressure to find ways to move more people into both 
of those posts. And we were always having to find ways to limit, 
accommodate, whatever the answer was at the time. 

Q Okay. DOD also provided security assets in Libya for you. 
Is that correct? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. And that was in Tripoli? 

A In Tripoli. 

Q Okay. Do you know why there weren't DOD security assets 
in Benghazi? 

A I don't remember. 

Q Okay. Were they ever considered? 

A I don't remember. 

Q Was there any legal or policy restriction on having the DOD 
SST in Benghazi, for example, it wasn't an officially-recognized post? 

A I don't know. I mean, I will say that reopening Embassy 
Tripoli was seen as particularly problematic. We knew that there were 
Qadhafi elements that were still around. The U.S. was obviously the 
leading country in NATO that had led to the air strikes. There were 
even, at that time, clashes between militias that were more Islamist 
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and militias that were more secularist in the Tripoli area. 

And an embassy traditionally is often the focus of popular 
protests against certain policies. And so there was -- and an embassy 
also -- the embassy also was going to have many, many more components 
than Benghazi was, so there was a lot of discussion about how to provide 
the type of security that would allow Gene Cretz to go back, and his 
staff. 

Q But you don't recall similar conversations regarding 
Benghazi? 

A There were security discussions on Benghazi, without 
question. But I don't remember discussing DOD assets in terms of 
Benghazi . 

Q Okay. But then just to clarify, as -- you don 't recall that 
there was any legal or policy impediment to having an SST in Benghazi 
such that it wasn't an officially-recognized post? 

A I don't know. I don't remember, but I don't know if there 
are or not. 

Q Who would have an answer to that? 

A I suppose Defense lawyers. 

Q Department of Defense lawyers? 

A I suppose. I don't know. 

Q Was it your assessment that there was a higher anti-western 
sentiment in Tripoli versus Benghazi in the fall of 2011? 

A Yes . 

Q And did that continue through your time until the end of 
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May 2012? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. Was there an anti-westenn sentiment also in 
Benghazi? 

A There was an anti-western sentiment in Eastern Libya, 
particularly in the Derna area, which is something we can talk about 
in another setting. But certainly my sense when I was leaving the 
department, when I retired in May, was still perhaps wrongly that the 
security risks were higher in Tripoli than in Benghazi. 

Ms. Betz . Did that sentiment change, particularly end of 2011 
into 2012? 

Mr. Feltman . I would say that it changed but not fundamentally. 
You know, that, yes, there were question marks we had over -- I had 
over Benghazi as well. But, again, I could have been wrong about what 
the real situation was like in May of 2012, my last month of 
U.S. Government service, but I still assumed that the greater risks 
were in Tripoli, certainly the greater exposure was in Tripoli. The 
number of people, the type of facilities we had in Tripoli was far, 
far greater exposure than in Benghazi. 

So, you know, yes, I think that -- yes, my evaluation changed 
somewhat from 2011 but not fundamentally. 

BY MS. 3ACKS0N: 

Q Do you recall discussions in late 2011 and early 2012 of 
having Chris Stevens go into Tripoli as the charge prior to his 


nomination as ambassador? 
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A It was a cnazy idea I had. It did not get any traction 
anywhere else, and it was right that it didn't get any traction. I 
was wrong in proposing it. 

Q Can you elaborate on that? 

A You know, I was thinking of just how good Chris was and how 
symbolically important it would be for Chris, who was there in Benghazi 
when the revolution, as they called it, was unfolding and succeeding, 
for having him in Tripoli, I thought that would be really, really 
important symbolically. It would add more weight to the U.S. return 
to Tripoli. 

But Gene Cretz and are really good. They had 

contacts. There was another type of symbolic importance to have them 
return because they had been -- Gene had been more or less forced out 
by Qadhafi in December 2010, to have him go back also had political 
importance. So yes, the idea of sending Chris in to Tripoli was mine, 
but others in the State Department, in hindsight, I think, rightly, 
said no. 

Q And who were those others? 

A I don't think anybody else said yes. 

Q Well, just on the off chance that someone else might have 
said yes, I want to mark as Exhibit 3 -- if you could take a few minutes 
and look at that. 

[Feltman Exhibit No. 3 

Was marked for identification.] 

BY MS. 3ACKSON: 
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Q Fon the necond, I would note that this is an email exchange 
of October 22, 2011, between Cheryl Mills and H. The subject line is 
"FW: Secretary in Tripoli." And I'm going to focus on the middle 
exchange but take a few minutes and review this. And it also bears 
document number State SCB 0045106. 

Have you had an opportunity to review that? 

A Yes, I have. 

Q The middle exchange that is at 2:36 p.m. in the middle 
sentence is from Cheryl Mills to Gene Cretz. And, again. Gene Cretz 
was the then-ambassador in Tripoli at the time. Is that correct? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. And Cheryl Mills was the chief of staff and counselor 
to the secretary. Is that correct? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. Middle line says, and I quote, "I think we will move 
forward with seeking to have Chris become charge in January and then 
nominate him subsequently so he can begin serving." 

Do you understand this to be a reference to your idea of having 
Chris Stevens go in as the interim head in Tripoli pending his 
nomination? 

A Yes . 

Q And this is the secretary's chief of staff who is concurring 

with your idea. Is that correct? 

A It appears so. 

Q Okay. You had not known that? 
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A Well, if I had, I'd forgotten it. 

Q Do you know why it didn't happen? 

A I don't know why it didn't happen, but it could very well 

be that somebody pointed out that if we knew we were going to nominate 
Chnis that we probably shouldn't be sending him there ahead of agrement, 
of Senate confirmation, et cetera, et cetera; that it could have 
been --it could have had to do with the prerogatives of your sister 
body up here. 

Q And the country and the Libyans? 

A I don't think that the Libyans would have had a problem with 
Chris since they accepted the agrement later. 

Q Do you recall any discussions that you had regarding 
interfering with the prerogatives of the Senate and confirmation as 
the reason, and if so, who were those conversations with? 

A I would suspect -- I don't remember, but I would suspect 
that both H. and Pat Kennedy would have said, leff, you're crazy. 

Q Do you recall specific conversations where they said that? 

A No, I do not. 

Q Do you recall specific conversations with Pat Kennedy 
alone? 

A Not on this subject. 

Q Okay. It's our understanding that Ambassador Stevens or 
soon-to-be Ambassador Stevens came out of Benghazi in late 
November 2011 and then returned to Libya as ambassador in late May 
of 2012. Does that coincide with your understanding? 
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A Yes . 

Q And, in fact, he went in just as you were leaving the State 
Department. Is that connect? 

A Yes . 

Q Did you have contact with him in that period between 

November of 2011 and May of 2012? 

A Periodically through the, you know, through the 

confirmation process, yes, and then particularly in May, because I'm 
still sick that I had to miss his swearing-in ceremony because I needed 
to go to a White House meeting on something or other. And so we were 
communicating about that. 

Q Was Chris Stevens kept involved with what was happening in 
Libya during that period when he left his envoy before he went back 
as ambassador? 

A I don't remember what he did when he came back -- when he 
came back from Benghazi, but once he was nominated he was in a very 
special spot that all nominees to be chiefs of mission are in, which 
is that you have to prepare for your confirmation hearing. You have 
to have consultations on the hill. You need to stay informed about 
what's happening in Libya so you can answer questions, but you no longer 
can take decisions because you're not yet confirmed. 

It would be presumptuous of any ambassador or nominee to play a 
decision-making role on an issue for which you've been nominated but 
haven ' t yet been confirmed . So Chris would have had to be kept informed 
of Libya, but he no longer would have been in a key decision-making 
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nole in Libya until confirmation. 

Q Okay. Why was he brought out in November? 

A I mean, he'd been there since April. You know, the 

conditions were very, very difficult in Benghazi. We knew in 
November --we hoped -- I don't remember when the White House agreed 
to nominate him. I don't remember the chronology. But we, by 
November, hoped that he would become the nominee for the -- to be the 
ambassador and we hoped that he would get confirmation. And we were 

just being humane, that he needed to have some kind of break to have 

a little bit of normalcy in his life. It was not --it was far from 
a normal existence, the life he lived in Benghazi. 

Q So Chris Stevens comes out in November of 2011 and then the 
extension memo to Pat Kennedy is not submitted until late December. 
Did Chris Stevens have any role in crafting that? I mean, when he came 
out, did he come back to Main State? Did he take a vacation for a month? 
What was his role, if any, in the extension of Benghazi? 

A Certainly, the intellectual arguments mustered in that memo 
were influenced by, in some cases authored by, Chris Stevens. At what 
point I don't know, but it was before his nomination, so it was not 
inappropriate for him to be playing that kind of role. He had some 
personal things he needed to take care of as well. He took some time 
off for health reasons. 

Q Do you know if he, prior to his nomination, had any meetings 
with DS or OBO regarding the amount of security that was needed in Libya 
or the physical security that was required both in Tripoli and Benghazi? 
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A It would have been typical fon an ambassadorial nominee to 
go around to talk to all the various parts of U.S. Government that 
played a role in the post he or she was assumed to take after 
confirmation, but I don't know his specific calendar. 

Q Okay. But that would occur after his confirmation? 

A No. It can -- after his? 

Q Confirmation. 

A No. You can talk -- the rules are that you can talk to 
people about your post once you've been nominated as long as you're 
not assuming confirmation, like you can't be taking decisions as if 
you're going to be confirmed. But once you're nominated, you're free 
game to talk to people about the post you're going to receive inside 
the U.S. Government. You don't talk to foreign interlocutors about 
your post until confirmation, but you can talk to U.S. Government 
officials about it. 

Q Okay. What about that period prior to nomination? He 
comes out in November. He's not nominated until January sometime. 
What about that time period? What are -- are there any rules governing 
what he can and cannot do then? 

A I don't remember what he did, if he went back to his -- we 
had snatched Chris out of an office in State Department. I believe 
it was INL. We had taken Chris back in the spring for Benghazi. And 
I don't remember if he went back to that office or what he did, but 
I am confident that we talked to him about his experience, about his 
thoughts, about his analysis. 
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We would have been very shortsighted not to use him as a resource 
as we were trying to analyze various aspects of Libya policy given the 
fact that he had the type of on-the-ground experience in Benghazi that 
the rest of us lacked. 

Ms. Jackson . I see that I am almost out of time, but I would ask, 
Mr. Gowdy, do you have any questions for the witness? 

Mr. Gowdy. No, ma'am. 

Ms. Jackson . Then we will conclude our second hour of 
questioning and go off the record and take a short break to at least 
discuss logistics. 

[Recess . ] 
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Ms. Oackson . By agreement of the panties, the majority staff is 
going to continue asking questions, hopefully until we're done, 
hopefully in about 30 minutes or so. And then we'll turn it over to 
our minority colleagues, and then we're going to recess to a brief 
classified session this afternoon. 

So what I want to do first is hand you a document that I'm going 
to mark as exhibit 4, and it is document C05579435. 

[Feltman Exhibit No. 4 

Was marked for identification.] 

BY MS. JACKSON: 

Q And it's marked unclassified in an action memo for Under 
Secretary Kennedy, and dated May 1, 2012. The subject line is "Request 
for permission for TOY travel of USG personnel to Tripoli, Libya." And 
I'll give you a minute or two to review that essentially 1-page 
document . 

A Okay. 

Q During the course of our investigation, we have learned that 
it was not unusual when an embassy went on authorized departure or 
ordered departure, that Under Secretary Kennedy would take over making 
certain decisions regarding that overseas post during the time period 
of ordered departure. Is that in keeping with your understanding of 
how State Department would operate? 
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A Yes. I have been at many posts on authorized ordered 
departures over the years given places where I've served, and the rules 
are that M approves travel to those posts. 

Q What I'm unsure about and what I'd like to ask you about 
is, this is a memo dated May 1, 2012, when Embassy Tripoli had 
resumed -- and in fact, the memo says that operations were 
reestablished on September 22, 2011. However, it remains an 
unaccompanied status. If, on May 1, 2012 -- Ambassador Cretz was 
there, was he not? 

A I believe so. 

Q And is it typical that the Ambassador is the person who 

authorizes travel to a particular embassy? 

A Yes . 

Q Do you know why this and what we have seen are other memos 
were still going to Under Secretary Kennedy in May of 2012? 

A I don't remember why. 

Q Is there anything in the procedures or rules of the State 
Department that take away this authority from an Ambassador? 

A I'm not aware, but I want to refer back to an answer I gave 
earlier, which was the incredibly tight constraints on housing, beds, 
logistical support at Embassy Tripoli. And if I had been Gene Cretz 
at that time, which of course I wasn't, I would be telling agencies, 
my own as well as others across the board: I'm sorry, I can't take 
your TDY right now because there is not a bed. Agencies don't like 
to hear that. Each agency or part of agency would believe that its 
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mission is more important than anybody else's mission, so 
perhaps -- I'm speculating here -- there was some internal decision 
that M could help on this, could help insulate Gene, who had other things 
to do, with very limited staff, than trying to sift through who were 
the most important visitors at a post that could not receive everyone 
who wished to go. 

Q Well, I guess I'm just a little confused about that, or it 
sort of begs the question because Under Secretary Kennedy had 11 offices 
and bureaus to supervise, and he had a myriad of -- I think at the time 
the number was 275 overseas posts. It seems like very sort of 
in-the-weeds decisions to be making given that the Embassy had been 
reopened for 7, 8 months at the time. 

A I'm not copied on this memo. I don't remember seeing this 
memo, but I have full confidence that who did work 

for me, who was really good at her job, would have been following some 
understanding that we collectively had about how to deal with this. 

Q So she would be a person who would maybe have some better 
understanding or clarity on this particular memo and why these 
decisions were still going to Under Secretary Kennedy? 

A I don't preclude that I knew about this. I simply don't 
remember. 

Q Who else in the NEA front office would have insight on why 
this was still occurring? 

A I would assume that her boss, who was the EX 

director and who she was acting for according to what's written here 
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on this memo, would have been awane, and perhaps the PDAS. Again, I 
may have been told about this. I may have been briefed about this, 
but it ' s not something that 3-1/2 years later, 3 years, or several years 
later, I remember. 

Q I also want to return to the December 2011 memo that extended 
Benghazi operations into the end of 2012, and I have a copy of the memo 
if you would like to review it, but I just wanted to ask you, do you 
recall that that memo called for a principal officer and an IMO, or 
a management officer and five DS agents? 

A I don't recall the exact wording of that memo. 

Q Let me pull out that memo. 

A Something now 4 years old. 

Ms. lackson . So I'm going to mark this as exhibit 5. 

[Feltman Exhibit No. 5 

Was marked for identification.] 

Ms. Deck. Dust to be clear, when we spoke about the December 2011 
memo to Pat Kennedy earlier today, this is the memo that was being 
referred to. Is that right? 

Ms. Dackson . Yes. At least we were. 

Ms. Deck. That was my understanding? 

BY MS. DACKSON: 

Q And for the record, exhibit 5 does not bear a document 
number, but it is an action memo for Under Secretary Kennedy dated 
December 27, 2011, from NEA, Deffrey Feltman. Subject: Future of 
operations in Benghazi, Libya. And I'll allow the witness a few 
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minutes to review this. And just for direction, the second full 
paragraph on page 2 discusses the staffing. 

A Okay. 

Q And reading from page 2, the second paragraph, the second 
sentence, it says: Headed by an FS-02 or GS-14 officer, this office 
would work in close coordination with Tripoli on political and economic 
reporting; public diplomacy; and commercial work in the eastern part 
of Libya and serve as, quote, "host," end quote, for the activities 
of USAID, PM, and any other government TDY personnel in Benghazi. 
Because this would be a smaller operation, Benghazi would continue to 
be supported by one IRM TDYer for communications and management issues 
and one NEA TDY reporting officer in addition to the TDY head of 
operations . 

And then the last sentence reads : "With a full complement of five 
special agents, our permanent presence would include eight U.S. direct 
hire employees, two slots for TDY PM and USAID officers, and one LES 
program assistant." 

Does that refresh your recollection as to what the staffing was 
suggested for the expansion? 

A I can read what I approved at the time. I don't remember 
the specific numbers, but I can read what's in this memo. 

Q Can you tell us what an FS-02 or and GS-14 officer is? 

A And FS-02 or GS-14 officer I would say would fall in the 

upper ranks of the mid-level of career professionals. These are not 
senior Foreign Service officers. It's not even threshold of being 
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senior Foreign Service officers, but it's someone who has more than 
entry level experience. It's someone who has had some management 
experience before, someone who would be, probably had been head of a 
section of an embassy before, had this person served overseas, so 
somebody who is past the midranks going upward. 

Q And in this memo that is extending the operations in 
Benghazi through the end of 2012, where it's talking about needing five 
Diplomatic Security agents, is that then the considered assessment of 
what was needed to protect the people as outlined in this memo? 

A Could you repeat the question, please? 

Q Okay. The number of five DS agents, was that the then 
considered opinion that you needed five DS agents to provide security 
for this mid-level reporting officer, the IRM TDYer and the NEA 
reporting officer? 

A It would be the considered opinion of those that contributed 
to this memo who are listed on the clearance page of what was needed 
in terms of the American security personnel. 

Q Okay. And then if the post is also augmented by host nation 
security? 

A In general, that is the case. In a country like Libya, or 
any number of other countries, diplomatic missions often have to create 
their own local guard force if the hosts are unable to provide the type 
of security that we would require. 

Q Is it your experience that an ambassador generally requires 


greater security than a FS-02 or GS-14 officer? 
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A You know, this varies widely from place to place what the 
security requirements are. If you're asking me, in general, does an 
ambassador require more security than an FS-02 officer, the answer 
would be yes because of the visibility of the Ambassador, the political 
importance of the Ambassador, the targets to those who might not like 
the U.S. Government. But I cannot speak about the specific 
requirements of anybody in Libya past May 30, 2014. 

Q But prior to May 30 -- 

A 2012, I'm sorry. 

Q 2012. Yes. 

A I'm sorry. 

Q Prior to your departure from the State Department, was it 
your understanding that the Ambassador, whether it was Ambassador Cretz 
or Ambassador Stevens in those few days that he was there in those few 
days as Ambassador, would have required a higher level of security than 
a political reporting officer in the country of Libya? 

A It's not something that the NEA Assistant Secretary is going 
to get involved in unless an ambassador or Pat Kennedy asks the NEA 
Assistant Secretary to get involved in. These decisions are made by 
the Ambassador with his chief security officer, the head DS agent on 
the ground, based on evolving circumstances. I don't think that 
we -- I think that one should assume that in any post, including Libya, 
there's an ongoing discussion between whoever is the senior American 
and whoever is his or her senior security officer about what's the 
appropriate posture given the circumstances as understood at the time. 
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Q Do you recall that when he was in Benghazi, then Envoy 
Stevens had 10 Diplomatic Security agents assigned to his personal 
protection? 

A I don't remember how many he had. Obviously, I would have 
been a beneficiary when I visited, but I don't remember how many he 
had . 

Q When you would go to visit, would the security detail be 
augmented in any way? Would you bring DS agents with you when you 
traveled, or would they be augmented from Egypt or Tunisia or elsewhere? 

A When I went to Libya, there was no augmentation because of 
my presence. If I went to some post that had a lower security profile 
but I had a higher security threat, there was higher security threat 
information, DS may send someone there. But in the case of Libya, I 
relied on what was available on the ground when I visited. 

Q When you were visiting with Libya, did you always attend 
meetings with Envoy Stevens? 

A Yes. In May of 2011, my meetings included 
because Chris Stevens was back. But in all of my meetings in Libya, 
when I was working for the U.S. Government and all of my meetings as 
Assistant Secretary of State -- and that was before my retirement -- I 
would naturally include whoever was the lead American in those 
meetings . 

Q So there was no sort of divide and conquer, and you each 
were doing different meetings at the same time that would necessitate 
there being two teams of security? 
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A No, we did not divide and conquer, no. 

Q Did you have conversations with Chris Stevens regarding the 
security in Libya and in Benghazi in particular right before he left 
in November? So let's focus on the time period of your trip there in 
August through the end of the year? 

A I don't remember any security conversations between my trip 
in August and November with Chris Stevens on security. If there were, 
they were nothing significant that sticks in my head. 

Q During the time when he had been nominated and pending going 
back to Libya as the then Ambassador, do you recall having discussions 
with him regarding the security situation in Libya? 

A No. 

Q Do you recall having conversations with Ambassador Cretz 

regarding the security in Libya? 

A Yes, but they were general conversations. Things like, I 
could ask Gene: Are you getting what you need? Are you getting along 
with your DS colleagues? Do you share the same assessments of what's 
needed? Those are the sorts of conversations that the Assistant 
Secretary has with chiefs of mission, and those are the sorts of 
conversations I had with Gene Cretz after he went back to Tripoli. 

Q Did he express frustration with you that he was not getting 
what he asked for in Libya? 

A I don't remember. I don't categorically say no, but I 
simply don't remember. What I remember is his frustration with the 
number of people who wanted to come to Libya that he could not 
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accommodate. 

Q Would you read cables that were issued by Embassy Tripoli 
if they pertained to security matters or requests for security? 

A Mixed because sometimes I would; sometimes I wouldn't. I 
knew that others on my staff were monitoring this, and I would, you 
know, rely on others to alert me if there was something that they felt 
was not being addressed that should be addressed. They were, as I said 
before, I was monitoring developments in 19 countries during a time 
when the region was in turmoil, and I tended to read in many cases 
summaries of cables rather than entire cables. 

Q And who would have been that person that would have kept 
you apprised of issues? 

have been Ray 

Maxwell. It would have come up the system to me. We had morning 
meetings every day with the senior leadership of NEA, and that was an 
opportunity, those were operational meetings. Those were not policy 
meetings. Those were meetings where we could say: Okay, what has to 
happen? It could be operations. Like what's the paper we need to get 
from the Secretary of State because she's traveling today, or it could 
be about how do we make sure that this congressional visitor to Benghazi 
is going to be well taken care of. And security issues would come up 
in those meetings if those working for me felt that I needed to engage 
on something -- I needed to call Pat Kennedy, I needed to call Eric 
Boswell, I needed to make decisions -- things like that when I was 
Assistant Secretary. 
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Ms. Jackson. I'm going to hand you what I've marked as exhibit 
6, which is an email exchange at the top, but it includes a cable, which 
is known as 12 Tripoli 130. 

[Feltman Exhibit No. 6 

Was marked for identification.] 

BY MS. JACKSON: 

Q The email exchange at the top is from a dated 

March 29, 2012. And the subject line is: "Request for DS TOY and FTE 
support." It bears document No. C05389197. I ' 11 give you as much time 
as you need to review that. 

A This cable reminds me of one thing that Chris Stevens was 
doing after his deployment after November 2011 in Benghazi. Fie took 
the FACT course. I remember he took the FACT course before he went 
out to Tripoli as Ambassador. 

Q Is that the Foreign Affairs Counterterrorism Training 

course? 

A Yes . 

Q Was that a requirement for individuals who were going to 
serve in Libya? 

A Libya and other posts of similar problematic security 
profile, yes. 

Q The high-threat posts? 

A Yes . 

Q Was that generally restricted to war zones, near war zones? 

A War zones, near war zones, places that had a particular 
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security threat against American personnel. 

Q And how long was that course? Do you recall? Was it a 
matter of a week, or more like 4 weeks or 6 weeks? 

A It was an evolving course. When I took it myself, I think 
it was only a week, and I think it was expanded to 2 weeks, I believe. 

Q Going back to exhibit 6, this is a -- would you agree with 
the summary that this is a cable sent in by Embassy Tripoli for security 
support for the U.S. State Department personnel at the Embassy and in 
Benghazi? 

A Yes . 

Q And in particular, on the third page of this, it says, in 
the paragraph entitled DS Agent Support in Benghazi, it reads. Post 
requests continued supported for five TDY DS agents in Benghazi on 
45- to 60-day rotations. 

Do you know, are you aware that this cable was not granted in full 
by DS? 

A No. 

Q This was never brought to your attention? 

A Not that I recall, but I would be very surprised if people 

in the bureau were not working on this, working on the basis of this 
cable. It's a very well-argued cable. It reflects many of the issues 
I have raised today, such as the incredible number of people wanting 
to go on VIP visits and TDY, so it reflects the reality that I remember 
more than 3-1/2 years ago, so I'd be very surprised if my staff, who 
I had full confidence in, weren't working on this at DS. 
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Q But would it sunpnise you that the State Department, given 
what you've told us about the Ambassador is the person on the ground 
and is supposed to know the situation on the ground and what security 
resources are needed to protect his people, that the Ambassador did 
not get what he requested, given that you've described this as a very 
well-reasoned cable? 

A I can't speak for this cable because I don't remember the 
work - - I don ' t remember the cable or the work that was done afterwards . 
I do know that when I was Chief of Mission in Beirut, I asked for lots 
of things, including regarding security, that I did not get. There 
was constantly a dialogue and discussion between what our essential 
needs were, what we thought would make it easier or safer to do our 
jobs, and what was available in Washington. When I was Ambassador in 
Beirut, I would have loved to have had more armored vehicles to allow 
more Embassy officers to get off the compound more frequently. That 
just wasn't possible because of cost issues. So I suspect that there 
was an ongoing discussion between DS, NEA, and Embassy Tripoli, about 
which of these could be met, how security needs might otherwise be 
addressed through alternative means. I think this is a very 
well-argued cable, but it doesn't mean that I think that everything 
in here was absolutely essential to Tripoli security. I don't know. 
I wasn't part of those discussions. 

Ms. Betz. Then going back to exhibit 5, when there is a specified 
number of agents, would that be the essential number of agents that 
you or NEA with DS concurrence felt was a minimum number of agents or 
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essential to the operating of the mission? I guess the bottom line 
is trying to reconcile what was cleared here, what was being requested 
here, and then, you know, ostensibly not being fulfilled when an 
Ambassador was making these requests. 

Mr. Feltman. I do not remember and perhaps didn't know at the 
time, but I certainly don't remember what were the exact numbers of 
people in different areas of Benghazi or Tripoli's work in spring of 
2012. I simply don't remember. It's been a long time, and I've done 
a lot since that time. But, yes, I see the number five on a memo I 
approved in terms of DS agents in Benghazi, and I see that number five 
repeated here, so there's a consistency between these two memos that 
reflect what must have been an NEA, DS, Embassy Tripoli understanding 
of what Benghazi needed for support. But how this was followed up on, 
I simply don't remember. 

Ms. lackson . And I guess what we're trying to understand is why 
if DS was cleared on five, does an Ambassador have to write a cable 
saying we want five? 

Mr. Feltman . I can't speculate on what happened in 2011 and 2012. 

Ms. lackson . And just again, using documents to go back in time, 
since it is difficult to remember, I'm handing you an email exchange, 

February 2012, f rom to bearing 

document No. C05390170, and the subject line is, RE: Draft email for 
your clearance, lack of security staffing at Benghazi undermining 
mission. I'll give you a few minutes to review that document. 


[Feltman Exhibit No. 7 
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Was marked for identification.] 

Mn. Feltman . Okay. 

BY MS. lACKSON: 

Q Do you recall that, in February of 2012, that this issue 
was brought to your attention? 

A I recall this was brought to my attention at some point, 
but I don't know when it was brought to my attention. 

Q Okay. As we read the bottom of page 1 of this document, 
it appears that has drafted an email for you to send 

on and/or perhaps drafted an email for to send on to you. 

Is that your reading of this memo? 

A It's my reading of the memo, but I note that I'm not copied 
on this, and I don't remember receiving this email. I remember the 
issue. I don't remember receiving the email. Perhaps you have 
documentation I did. 

Q We don't, which is why we're asking the question as to 
whether you recall receiving this? 

A I don't recall receiving the email. I remember the issue, 
but I, again, point out that this has been now nearly 4 years ago. 

Q Was this a recurring problem that was brought to your 
attention? 

A It was a recurring problem that was brought to my attention 
across NEA. I don't remember it being specific to Libya. This memo 
has a particular critical need in Libya, but we were always having to 
look for the resources. Whether it was security resources, financial 
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nesounces, OBO nesounces, on Embassy, there was a constantly looking 
across a rapidly change NEA region to figure out how in a time of frozen 
or declining resources overall for the State Department, we could have 
what we needed, what we felt we needed. 

Q Do you recall elevating this issue to Under Secretary 
Kennedy as is suggested in this email exchange? 

A I talked to Pat Kennedy about many issues. He initiated 
discussions. I initiated discussions . I talked to Eric Boswell about 
many of these issues, but I simply don't remember whether this specific 
issue was raised. I suspect it was. This is a pretty serious one. 

Q Why is this a serious issue? 

A If we're talking about having the presence that, according 
to^^^^l, is on lockdown because of lack of security resources, well, 
then there is no reason -- one could question why we're there. And 
that would, of course, concern me. 

Q was and some your 

trusted employees in NEA? 

A I had many trusted employees of NEA, but, yes, they were 
among the people who I had full confidence in. 

Q At the top of this email, writes to 

she goes: "Also, the Secretary asked last week if we still 
had a presence in Benghazi. I think she would be upset to hear that, 
yes, we do but because we don't have enough security, they are on 
lockdown . " 

Were you ever in a meeting where the Secretary asked if we still 
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had a presence in Benghazi? 

A No. That pant of the memo surprises me. 

Q Do you have any reason to believe that would 

have misspoken in any way? 

A No. 

Q Was she a very careful person? 

A In my experience, yes. 

Q One last area, and then I'll conclude. Did you know an 

individual by the name of 

A I met him when I was in Benghazi. 

Q What was his role or association or affiliation with the 
Benghazi mission, if he had one? 

A In terms of his contractual relationship with the Benghazi 
mission, I don't recall. I think there was something -- I don't know 
that he was a locally engaged staff or he had some contractual 
relationship. We eventually had some contractual relationship with 
him, but I don't remember what it was. But, in general, he was someone 
that is familiar to all of us who had served overseas working for the 
Foreign Service, which is someone who befriends a mission and has the 
ability to open doors, provide contacts, provide analysis. It's 
important not to be over relying on any of these people because you 
never know what their agendas may be, but it's also important to take 
advantage of any help that they could have in providing local contacts, 
local understanding, local context. He was one of those that every, 
every American who serves overseas has, the type of contact every U.S. 
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diplomat serving in a political and leadership role would have. 

Q He's the person who sort of has his ear to the ground, if 
you will? 

A Yes, he would have his ear to the ground. But, again, one 
cannot, and Chris did not, over rely on any one person. Nobody has 
a monopoly on information in any country. 

Q Were there other Libyans that you're aware of that had a 
contractual relationship with the Benghazi mission? 

A I mean, I met other locals when I was there, so we must have 
had some other local staff in some relationship because I did meet with 
locals there. These are not the sorts of things that the Assistant 
Secretary is going to get concerned about, unless it's brought to his 
attention that one needs to. 

Q Actually, let me rephrase. In the relationship or 
undertaking the duties that did, being sort of your eyes 

and ears and making introductions, was there any other Libyan under 
contract or being paid in any way that you're aware of in Benghazi? 

A No, I'm not aware of any others, but if the question is 
intended to suggest that we only talk to people who would set 

up for us, that answer is clearly no. 

Ms. lackson . That was not the intent of the question at all. 
That's all the questions I have. Let's go off the record. 

[Recess . ] 

BY MS. SACHSMAN GROOMS: 

Q Let's go back on the record. 
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A I would like to mention something again about exhibit 1 , 

was an exchange between and 

about Benghazi and Benghazi being on lockdown. Because as I said, this 
surprises me. It surprises me that this was written in this particular 
way, because. A, I have total trust in and based on the 

experience I had working with them. But, B, I also had sort of an 
ongoing conversation with Secretary Clinton about developments in the 
Middle East and North Africa, and I don't know what the explanation 
is for what's written here, but I can't imagine that she would have 
been surprised at having a presence in Benghazi. So I'm not quite sure 
what to make of this. I want to make that clear because the decisions 
of personnel -- not numbers -- but where people were in the Middle East 
was something that interested the Secretary greatly, and I'm convinced 
that she knew that we had maintained a presence in Benghazi beyond the 
return to Tripoli in the fall of 2012 -- the fall of 2011. 

Q Okay. So just to make the record clear, we're looking at 
exhibit 7, and the part that you were finding surprising was the 

here by to that, 

and I'm quoting, that "also the Secretary asked last week if we still 
have a presence in Benghazi." That's the part that you're talking 
about? 

A Yeah. I don't know because I wasn't part of this exchange, 
but I can see the Secretary saying: Hey, we still have those people 
in Benghazi, don't we? I could see something like that, that she's 
affirming the knowledge that she had, but this more than any of the 
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Other exhibits that you guys have shown me today sort of surprises me, 
and I don't quite understand it because I know the Secretary knew that 
we still had people in Benghazi. 

Q I wouldn't worry about it too much. I think we have already 
spoken to about it, and it doesn't seem that there was 

very much to it. 

Let's stay on that document, though, because we're on it anyway, 
and I want to draw your attention to the lower part of it, not that 
upper part that you were talking about, but the original sort of email 
f rom to with the 

email for your clearance," ostensibly for clearance. 

Within that email, which you never received and you have already 
explained you don't recall, she is talking about issues with being able 
to, issues with not having enough security such that posts could travel 
off of post. Is that right? So it's, and I'll quote: "Post needs 
a minimum of three agents to facilitate one movement at a time in town 
and one to remain on compound." I'll quote: "DS staffing has dropped 
to two agents several times over the last few months between rotations, 
which has prevented the PO from leaving the compound. DS tells post 
it is unlikely they can fully staff Benghazi due to broader staffing 
challenges across NEA and has suggested we adjust our expectations 
about movements and outreach." 

So is it fair to say that this is a discussion about whether 
there's enough DS agents to fulfill the mission in terms of exiting 
the post and meeting and engaging with individuals off post? 
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A That's exactly what it's about. I also do want to 
undenscone that people also come to us . When I was in Benghazi visiting 
Chnis in August -- visiting Chnis -- when I was in Benghazi having 
meetings with Chnis in August of 2011, we combined going off compound 
to see certain officials with receiving others on the compound. So 
this is -- the idea of not being able to move off compound is a severe 
constraint without question, but it doesn't preclude contacts all 
together. 

Q And, also, is it fair to say that nothing in this email is 
raising a specific concern about the security of the people on compound, 
as in we don't have enough agents to defend the compound and keep our 
people safe? 

A This memo, as I read it, is about getting people off 
compound, what is required to get people off compound to meetings 
elsewhere . 

Q Around this same time period, came into D.C. 

and met with Deputy Assistant Secretary Lamb about some of these issues . 
Were you aware of that? 

A I may have been at the time. I don't remember. 

Q And if she was meeting with DAS Lamb, is it possible then 
that that conversation was being worked at a lower level below you, 
that it never got brought to your attention? 

A I mean, yes. In general, the State Department, like other 
organizations, tries to address problems, overcome challenges, come 
to solutions, at lower levels. If it can be done at the desk officer 
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level, it doesn't go higher. If it can't be done there, it goes office 
director and on up. So if and Charlene Lamb were working on 

something, it wouldn't necessarily have come to my attention. Even 
if they had reached an absolute block in the ability to reach consensus, 
it would have gone to the DAS or PDAS level before coming to me. 

Q Do you recall whether anyone. Ambassador Stevens, 

Ambassador Cretz, or anyone else asked you for help to 
intervene and ensure that they received more security assistance in 
Benghazi? 

A I simply don't remember. 

Q And if they had done that, what would you have done? 

A I would have started by talking to Eric Boswell. I would 
have referred back to the memo that we talked about today, the December 
memo, in which there was a clear consensus of what the needs were in 
Benghazi and how to address them at that time. And I would have, had 
Eric and I not been able to come to agreement between ourselves, which 
would have been rare -- Eric and I usually could -- then I would have 
asked to see Pat Kennedy. 

Q Do you recall having that experience happen? 

A I don't recall this. It happened a lot where I would talk 

to Eric or Pat about issues, but what the specific subjects were that 
I talked with them each time 4 years ago, I don't remember. 

Q And would you recall if it had not gotten resolved, 
essentially so -- if this issue in Libya had gone on, you would have 
talked to Eric Boswell; he would have told you no. Or you would have 
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talked to Pat Kennedy, and he would have said no to you. Would you 
recall if that had not gotten resolved in any way? 

A I don't recall. I don't recall one way or the other, but 
I think I would have recalled if we had had a big fight about it. 

Q And did anyone in Benghazi or Tripoli ever tell you that 
they thought that the security situation in Benghazi had gotten so 
dangerous that they recommended evacuation? 

A No. 

Q And if they had, would you have taken the request seriously? 

A It would have depended on the source, and I would have wanted 

others to look across the spectrum of information we had available to 
us to evaluate in the context of what else we knew. But it is a serious 
allegation, so I would not have just dismissed it without further 
consideration . 

Q And certainly if the Ambassador, Ambassador Cretz or later 
Ambassador Stevens, had recommended evacuation? 

A Oh, had they recommended -- I thought you meant just the 
random Muhammad on the street. Had Chris Stevens or Gene Cretz made 
such a recommendation, that would have been extremely serious. It 
would have been taken seriously by all of us in Washington. 

Q Let's go back up to essentially the top of that exhibit 7, 
talking about the Secretary. There have been some allegations to the 
effect that Secretary Clinton's attention shifted to neglect of Libya 
or that her level of care or concern fell in 2012. In your view, did 
Secretary Clinton essentially check out on Libya in 2012? 
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A No. 

Q Did she turn a blind eye to Libya in 2012? 

A No. 

Q Did she turn a blind eye to Benghazi in 2012? 

A No. 

Q Did she even say on do anything that suggested to you that 
she did not cane about the Depantment ' s pensonnel in Libya? 

A Oh, Heavens, no. 

Q On that she didn't cane about the Depantment ' s pensonnel 

who wene assigned in Benghazi? 

A No. 

Q And you say, "Heavens, no," I assume because -- 

A She was always asking me how people wene doing. She knew 

how hand it was fon people at these posts in this time of gneat tunmoil. 
She knew how hand NEA was wonking. She came down to NEA a couple times 
just to give us sont of a monale boost. I don't nememben hen 
specifically asking about this on that post. I just know that she was 
always asking me: How ane youn people doing, leff? 

Q And in hen convensations with you, it was youn impnession 
that she took the safety and secunity of Amenican pensonnel ovenseas 
seniously? 

A Yes . 

Q Let me tunn youn attention to exhibit 6. This went oven 

in the last nound too, and I just want to bning youn attention to the 
sont of DS agent suppont in Benghazi. So this is a cable that I believe 



681 


131 

you said in the last round you don't recall whether you ever saw, from 
March 28, 2012, from Tripoli to D.C., to provide extra security in D.C. 
In that first line, it reads, and this is the sort of first full 
paragraph on the second page of the cable: "DS Agent Support in 
Benghazi: Post requests continued support for five TOY DS agents in 
Benghazi on 45- to 60-day rotations." Is there anything about that 
sentence that implies to you reading it now that they were not getting 
the support for five TDY DS agents? I mean, it says "continued 
support. " 

A I read what I read, which is continued support, that there 
must have been some concerned that at some point, given the limitations 
on DS resources globally, that there was a worry that at some point, 
DS may say: We can't do this any longer. 

So, to me, this reads as putting down a marker. You know, those 
people you agreed to back in that December 27 memo, we still need them. 

Q I now want to shift quite a bit to your time at the U.N., 
and I'm not going to ask you about conversations or discussions at the 
U.N., but I do want to just briefly talk so we can sort of draw some 
lines around your actions at the U.N. 

When you were in your position at the U.N. , you had already retired 
from the U.S. Government in May. Is that right? 

A I left the U.S. Government entirely in May. I retired and 
took a break, took a break in service before I was hired by the U.N. 
of 5 weeks or something. So as of May 30, 2012, my only -- I have two 


connections with the U.S. Government. One is I'm a retiree. I have 
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a Foreign Service pension like my colleagues who have retired from the 
Foreign Service. And, second, the United States is an extremely 
important member state of the United Nations, and in that context, I 
continue to engage with U.S. officials on issues on which the U.N. is 
working, as I engage with Russian, South African, and Brazilian 
officials . 

Q But from your capacity in the U.N., would your statements 
from a position at the U.N. be on behalf of the U.N. or behalf of the 
U.S. ? 

A I work for the United Nations. I do not work for the 
U.S. Government. I have taken an oath of office to the United Nations 
that I do not represent the interests of any member state. I represent 
the principles and the values of the charter of the United Nations, 
to the best of my ability. 

Q So just two quick followups from exhibit 6, which is the 
cable from March 28, 2012. Are you aware of whether or not this cable 
was responded to by Diplomatic Security? 

A I am not aware. 

Q And do you see any action items for NEA within this cable? 

A I would hope that my staff would be following up with DS 

on this cable. The action itself is in DS' purview. But Embassy 
Tripoli personnel are in Tripoli. NEA staff is in Washington, so I 
would have expected my staff to be representing Embassy Tripoli's 
interests in seeing some of these issues followed up on, so I hope that 
the very fine staff that worked for me was following up on these issues 
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once this cable came in. 

Q So, at this point, I'm just going to move to something that 
we do with all the witnesses . I'm going to ask you a series of questions 
that we ask every witness about a series of public allegations that 
have occurred since the attacks. 

A These are identical questions? 

Q Identical questions to every witness. It's our 
understanding that even where the questions may have been answered by 
another investigation, that our colleagues in the majority are still 
pursuing some of these allegations, so we ask the same questions to 
everybody just to make sure that we have covered them. What I'm asking 
for is not sort of an opinion, but just whether you have firsthand 
information, and if you don't, we'll just simply move on to the next 
one, and there's about a dozen, so please bear with me. 

It's been alleged that the Secretary of State, Secretary Clinton, 
intentionally blocked military action on the night of the attacks . One 
Congressman has speculated that Secretary Clinton told Leon Panetta 
to stand down, and this resulted in the Defense Department not sending 
more assets to help in Benghazi. Do you have any evidence that 
Secretary of State Clinton ordered Secretary of Defense Panetta to 
stand down on the night of the attacks? 

A No. 

Q Do you have any evidence that Secretary of State Clinton 
issued any kind of order to Secretary of Defense Panetta on the night 


of the attacks? 
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A No. I, again, had left the U.S. Government service months 
before the attack. 

Q It has been alleged that Secretary Clinton personally 
signed an April 2012 cable denying security to Libya. The Washington 
Post Fact Checker evaluated this claim and gave it, quote, "Four 
Pinocchios," its highest award for false claims. Do you have any 
evidence that Secretary Clinton personally signed an April 2012 cable 
denying security resources to Libya? 

A No. 

Q Do you have any evidence that Secretary Clinton was 
personally involved in providing specific instructions on day-to-day 
security resources in Benghazi? 

A No. 

Q It has been alleged that Secretary Clinton misrepresented 

or fabricated intelligence on the risks posed by Qadhafi to his own 
people in order to garner support for military operations Libya in the 
spring of 2011? 

A No. 

Q Do you have any evidence that Secretary Clinton -- 

A No. 

Q Let me just ask it, sir. Do you have any evidence that 

Secretary Clinton misrepresented or fabricated intelligence on the 
risks posed by Qadhafi to his own people in order to garner support 
for military operations Libya in spring 2011? 

A No. 
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Q It has been alleged that the U.S. mission in Benghazi 
included tnansfenning weapons to Syrian rebels or to other countries. 
A bipartisan report issued by the House Permanent Select Committee on 
Intelligence found that, quote, "The CIA was not collecting and 
shipping arms from Libya to Syria," end quote, and that they found, 
quote, "no support for this allegation," end quote. 

Do you have any evidence to contradict the House Intelligence 
Committee's bipartisan report finding that the CIA was not shipping 
arms from Libya to Syria? 

A No. 

Q Do you have any evidence that the U.S. facilities in 
Benghazi were being used to facilitate weapons transfers from Libya 
to Syria or to any other foreign country? 

A No. 

Q A team of CIA security personnel was temporarily delayed 

from departing the Annex to assist the Special Mission compound, and 
there have been a number of allegations about the cause and the 
appropriateness of that delay. The House Intelligence Committee 
issued a bipartisan report concluding that the team was not ordered 
to, quote, "stand down" but that instead there were tactical 
disagreements on the ground over how quickly to depart. Do you have 
any evidence that would contradict the House Intelligence Committee's 
finding that there was no standdown order to CIA personnel? 

A No. 

Q Putting aside whether or not you personally agree with the 
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decision to delay temponanily on think it was the night decision, do 
you have any evidence that thene was a bad on impnopen neason behind 
the temponany delay of the CIA secunity pensonnel who depanted the Annex 
to assist the Special Mission compound? 

A No. 

Q A concenn has been naised by one individual that in the 
counse of pnoducing documents to the Accountability Review Boand, 
damaging documents may have been nemoved on scnubbed out of that 
pnoduction. Do you have any evidence that anyone at the State 
Depantment nemoved on scnubbed damaging documents fnom the matenials 
that wene pnovided to the ARB? 

A No. 

Q Do you have any evidence that anyone at the State Depantment 
dinected anyone else at the State Depantment to nemove on scnub damaging 
documents fnom the matenials that wene pnovided to the ARB? 

A No. 

Q Let me ask the questions also fon documents that wene 

pnovided to Congness . Do you have any evidence that anyone at the State 
Depantment nemoved on scnubbed damaging documents fnom the matenials 
that wene pnovided to Congness? 

A No. 

Q It has been alleged that CIA Deputy Dinecton Michael Monell 

aliened unclassified talking points about the Benghazi attacks fon 
political neasons and that he then misnepnesented his actions when he 
told Congness that the CIA, quote, "faithfully penfonmed oun duties 
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in accordance with the highest standards of objectivity and 
nonpartisanship," end quote. 

Do you have any evidence that CIA Deputy Director Mike Morell gave 
false or misleading evidence to Congress about the Benghazi talking 
points? 

A No. 

Q Do you have any evidence that CIA Deputy Director Morell 
altered the talking points provided to Congress for political reasons? 

A No. 

Q It has been alleged that Ambassador Susan Rice made an 

intentional misrepresentation when she spoke on the Sunday talk shows 
about the Benghazi attacks. Do you have any evidence that Ambassador 
Rice intentionally misrepresented facts about the Benghazi attacks on 
the Sunday talk shows? 

A No. 

Q It has been alleged that the President of the United States 

was virtually AWOL as Commander in Chief on the night of the attacks 

and that he was, quote, "missing in action," end quote. Do you have 
any evidence to support the allegation that the President was virtually 
AWOL as Commander in Chief or missing in action on the night of the 
attacks? 

A No. 

Q It has been alleged that a team of four military personnel 

at Embassy Tripoli on the night of the attacks who were considering 

flying on the second plane to Benghazi were ordered by their superiors 
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to Stand down, meaning to cease all operations. Militany officials 
have stated that those four officials were instead ordered to remain 
in place in Tripoli to provide security and medical assistance in their 
current location. A Republican staff report issued by the House Armed 
Services Committee found that, quote, "there was no standdown order 
issued to military personnel in Tripoli who sought to join the fight 
in Benghazi," end quote. 

Do you have any evidence to contradict the conclusion of the House 
Armed Services Committee that there was no standdown order issued to 
U.S. military personnel in Tripoli who sought to join the fight in 
Benghazi? 

A No. 

Q It has been alleged that the military failed to deploy 

assets on the night of the attack that would have saved lives . However, 
former Republican Congressman Howard "Buck" McKeon, the former 
chairman of the House Armed Services Committee, conducted a review of 
the attacks, after which, he stated, quote, "Given where the troops 
were, how quickly the thing all happened, and how quickly it dissipated, 
we probably couldn't have done more than we did," end quote. 

Do you have any evidence to contradict Congressman McKeon 's 
conclusion? 

A No. 

Q Do you have any evidence that the Pentagon had military 

assets available to them on the night of the attacks that could have 
saved lives but that the Pentagon leadership intentionally decided not 
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to deploy? 

A No. 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. Thank you. Let's go off the necond. 
[Whereupon, at 2:19 p.m., the committee proceeded in closed 
session. ] 
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Ms. Jackson . We will go back on the record. We are in a 
classified setting at this time. We anticipate that -- or at least 
I anticipate that any question and answer or any question I pose to 
you will only elicit an answer at the secret level. However, if you 
believe that your answer will go to a higher level, if you could indicate 
to us. We are cleared -- I believe all of us have been cleared up to 
the TS level for this session. 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. Yes. 

Ms. Jackson. So we can go higher than that. Obviously, if it's 
SCI on top of that -- 

Mr. Feltman. I don't have SCI clearance any longer. 

Ms. Jackson . Okay. Did you at the time? 

Mr. Feltman. Yes. 

Ms. Jackson. Okay. So I just have about four areas that I would 
like to ask you about, but first I would like to ask a follow-up from 
the last round of questions. 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms . Sharon, I just wanted to Interject . To the 
extent that -- and I understand that we're not going into SCI, but one 
of my staffers is not cleared for SCI. So if there was something SCI, 
we would definitely not say it. 

Mr. Feltman. I can't talk SCI. I've been read out of all the 
SCI programs and I cannot talk SCI. 
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EXAMINATION 

BY MS. JACKSON: 

Q So, Ambassador Feltman, since you've been read out of SCI 
programs, if you're aware of information that reaches that level, just 
tell us that there is information at that level and nothing else, if 
you're allowed to say that, and then we will take it from there. 

But before we get to that, in the last set of questions, you were 
asked a series of questions about the Secretary's involvement or 
concern about her personnel. During 2011 and 2012, did the Secretary 
ever convene or chair a meeting or direct a meeting to be held regarding 
the security of State Department personnel in Libya? 

A I'm not aware of any. 

Q Okay. Are you aware that she ever convened or chaired or 
directed a meeting to be held regarding the security of any State 
Department personnel in overseas posts in North Africa? 

A Yeah, we talked about North Africa a lot with the Secretary, 
as I talked about many issues with her. And I knew that if I needed 
to talk to her about something that she was there, whether it was 
security or anything else. And I assumed that she was operating under 
the assumption that the rest of us were doing our jobs. So I don't 
recall any such meeting by her, but I know she would have been expecting 
the rest of us to have such meetings. 

[Feltman Exhibit No. 8 

Was marked for identification.] 

BY MS. JACKSON: 
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Q I'm going to hand you what I’ve marked as government 
exhibit 8^ which is an -- it bears document number State SCB 0045021. 
It is an email exchange at the top between lacob Sullivan and H. dated 
March 29, 2011. And I see down at the bottom that you are on the 
original email exchange from a Phillip Gordon to Bill Burns, yourself, 
and lacob Sullivan, and the subject is "Libyan." 

I'll give you a moment to take a look at this email exchange. 

A Okay. 

Q The bottom email exchange which is to you and others says 
that says that the plane of the Libyan mystery visitor 

has just landed. Said he'd keep us posted as details emerge. 

And then at the top it says, issue of the 

visitor is, quote, 'more complicated than they thought,' end quote, 
and he prefers to send me a secure message in the morning. Will let 
you know." 

Who was this Libyan mystery visitor? 

Q Thank you. And was he brought to the United -- well, was 
the plane landing in the United States? 

A No. 

Q Okay. Was it a European country? 

A It was the United Kingdom. 

Q Okay. And what was the purpose of^^^^^B coming to have 
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a meeting? 

A It was never clear even afterwards. 

Q Okay. Who met with 

A The UK officials^ 


Q Okay. Were any U.S. Government personnel part of that 
meeting? 

A I do not believe so. 

Q Okay. And so the information that came to the 
U.S. Government came from the UK officials? 

A Regarding this Libyan mystery visitor to the UK^.yes^ I 
believe so. 

Q Is there anything else you can tell us about this Libyan 
mystery visitor? 

A I'm still intrigued by this to this day 


It was -- agalUj not quite 
whether j you know^ what was going on. 

Ms . Betz . 

Mr. Feltman . 


BY MS. JACKSON: 

Q We touched earlier on any anti-Western sentiment in the 
eastern part of Libya and you had made a reference that that might be 
better discussed in a classified setting. So could we have you 
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elaborate on your awareness of anti-Western sentiment in eastern Libya 
during 2011 and 2012, during your time with the State Department. 

A The city of Derna in eastern Libya was off limits to 
Americans at the time because of the Islamist extremist flavor, of that 
particular city. And eastern Libya was also under Qadhafi -- I'm not 
saying sponsored by Qadhafi but just during the Qadhafi era -- eastern 
Libya had been the source of many of the foreign fighters who had flown 
to Iraq via Damascus, and so that's what I was referring to, 

Q Okay. And when you say it was off limits, you mean that 
the U.S. Government refused to allow its personnel to go there, or was 
it the Libyan Government such as it was, refused to allow 
U.S. Government people to travel there? 

A Perhaps I used the term too glibly. But in general, as, 
you know, Chris Stevens and his team would go around eastern Libya 
outside of Benghazi, an area that they tended to avoid was Derna, as 
they evaluated the security conditions to permit moves, because Derna 
was known to be harboring basically Al Qaeda sympathizers. 

Q And did the number of part time in and around that area that 
were harboring anti-Western sympathies, did that population grow? Did 
it become more robust throughout 2011 and 2012? 

A I don't think any of us -- when I was working for the 
U.S. Government and when I had access to information that was available 
to U.S. Government officials, which, again, ended in May 2012, I don't 
think any of us would have been able to characterize how deep, how 
widespread was anti-Americanism. Because there was a great outpouring 
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of appreciation to the United States in Benghazi^ for example^ but 
obviously that didn't reflect all of Benghazi. And how you calculate 
what the percentages arej I don't know. 

I remember going, for example, on that Susan Rice visit that we 
referred to earlier in November 2011, Susan Rice was in many ways the 
symbol for Libyans of U.S. support for their struggle. Susan Rice had 
voted in favor of Resolution 1973 in March of 2011. That resolution 
is what authorized the protection of civilians and led to the NATO air 
strikes, contributed to the overthrow of Qadhafl. 

And at the time of that vote, there were those jumbotrons set up 
in downtown Benghazi, and the Libyans watched the vote at the security 
council. And there was apparently -- of course, I wasn't there. I 
was in Washington or perhaps traveling elsewhere. But apparently when 
Susan Rice raised her right hand to vote, and that was captured on those 
jumbotrons in Benghazi, that everybody in these crowds and the squares 
of downtown Benghazi just erupted into applause and cheers, because 
at that point they figured that the United States, meaning the world, 
was on the side of the struggle. 

So when I went to Benghazi with Susan -- accompanied Susan Rice 
in November 2011, the crowds of people cheering her in the streets were 
overwhelming. It was the type of crowds that gave you, you know, goose 
pimples on your neck to see this. And everybody, whenever they would 
see her, the motorcade would pass, would raise their right arm mimicking 
what they had seen her in terms of voting for the resolution. 

So you knew that there was pro-American sentiment in Benghazi from 
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these sorts of outpourings of appreciation of the United States. But 
you also knew that that wasn't the whole story^ that the elements in 
Derna were not only in Derna . But how you balanced what the percentages 
were, none of us had a really good handle on that. 

Q Was there intelligence reporting that came to you in your 
role as the assistant secretary for NEA regarding extremist elements, 
Islamic extremists in the eastern part of Libya or elsewhere in Libya? 

A Yes. 

Q Okay. And from that sources would you get intelligence 
products? 

A From the sources that are represented around this room with 
the symbols here on the wall. 

Q Okay. So from all members of the United States Government 
Intelligence community? 

A Well, I mean, you know, the State Department assistant 
secretaries of State did not tend to get things from the National 
Geospatial Intelligence Agency on Benghazi but, you know, INR would 
produce reports, the agency would produce reports, DIA would produce 
reports . 

Q And did you read those reports? 

A Yes. I was briefed every morning at 7:00 a. m. by an analyst 

who came in from the agency with reading for me and the ability to help 
me understand what I was reading. And this was -- if I was in 
Washington, this was an essential meeting that I attended every day. 

Q Okay. And did you also receive DIA reports? 
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A Yes . 

Q okay. And did you have separate briefings on the DIA 

reports or would you -- 

A No. 

Q -- receive those in written form? 

A No. I received those in written form. But let me say that 
the agency briefers that were provided to me did not only look at agency 
products. They looked across the board. They were essentially a 
classified clipping service for me, and they helped me understand what 
it was I was seeing. 

You know, they could identify trends because they were watching 
a situation over a course of months and could help me, again, identify 
what was important about the information I was reading. 

Q Okay. And did you notice a trend during 2011 and through 
the end of your tenure with the State Department in the end of May 2012 
that the radical Islamic extremists were increasing especially in 
eastern Libya? 

A What I recall is a growing awareness that there was a secular 
Islamist split in Libya. It had been papered over during the overthrow 
of Qadhafi because the secularists and the Islamists had joined forces 
to try to overthrow Qadhafi, but that after the overthrow of Qadhafi 
that this secular Islamist split was growing and was putting at risk 
the accomplishments of the overthrow of Qadhafi. That was absolutely 
clear. 

In terms of growing -- to answer your question specifically, the 
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answer Is no^ but there were other trends that I did notice. 

Q And was the Islamist threat principally centered in eastern 
Libya? 

A No. There were areas in western Libya as well. Andj 
againj this was -- what was clear to me from the reports I was reading 
was that this was a threat to the unity of Libya and to the institutions 
that were set up by the transitional authorities. That was what was 
becoming clear was the split between the secular and the Islamists. 

Q Did you also view it as a threat to U.S. Government 
personnel on the ground? 

A It's something that we always talked about, clearly, 
particularly given the fact that we knew that there had been foreign 
terrorists fighters that had flown into Iraq from Libya and that some 
of those had come back. 

Q Were you aware of any U.S. Government personnel in Derna, 
whether State Department or any other agency? 

A It's something I can't talk about. You can talk to others 
about . 

Q Okay. And who would -- through what agency would we talk 

to? 

Mr. Snyder. One second. 

Mr. Feltman. I cannot talk about this. When I left, when I 
retired from the U.S. Government -- 

Mr. Snyder. I understand. 


Ms. Betz . That's all. That's fine. 
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BY MS. 3ACKS0N: 

Q Okay. All right. We touched on earlier in the day and said 
we come 

correct? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. And were they there prior to Chris Stevens going in? 

A I believe so. I think it was more or less the same time. 

They may have preceded Chris by a little bit. It was more or less the 
same time^ but I think they did meet him. 

Q Were you aware of what their objective or purpose was for 
being in Benghazi? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. And what was that? 

A I can't talk about it. 

Q Was there any discussion when the 

was there any discussion 

A Yes. And I even met with the person that was then heading 

So yesj there were such discussions and I really can't go 
farther than that. 

Q Okay. Were you aware that there was a State Department-run 
program regarding MANPADs? 

A Yes. 


Q 


Okay. And what was that program? 
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A The program was to try to find a way to control^ limit the 
proliferatioHj limit the export of MANPADs through a variety of means, 
through encouraging local discipline or regarding, encouraging ways 
to buy back. It was looking at what's a very real threat to civil 
aviation not only in Libya but beyond. 

Q Did the State Department run more that one MANPADs program? 

A I'm just aware of the general policy guidelines was 

just -- was to secure and destroy. The policy of the government at 
that time was that we needed to find ways to secure and destroy MANPADs 
before they fell into the hands of others or were used against civil 
aviation. And given the fact that it was a PM-led program, I wasn't 
aware of all the details of it. 

Q And were you aware of any other U.S. Government agency 
engaged in a MANPADs program? 

A I can't talk any more about it. 

Q Okay. The directive for the State Department to engage in 
a MANPADs eradication program, was that something that the Secretary 
ordered, or is it something that the National Security Council, 
national security staff, or White House ordered? 

A I mean, it came out of these general policy discussions that 
were initiated by the State Department, that included the interagency, 
that were coordinated by the National Security Council. We had certain 
interests in Libya. As I said in the unclassified section, our 
interests weren't unlimited. This is not a question of Egypt where 
we have enormous number of Interests. Our interests in Libya were 
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fairly limited, but one of them was counterproliferation, which 
included as a subset of that the control and destruction of MANPADs. 

Q Okay. But when you say "we," are you talking about the 
State Department or the U.S. Government at large? 

A The U.S. Government at large. The State Department would 
do policy papers that would be presented to the NSC and discussed in 
interagency processes. I am sorry that I'm not able to draw a greater 
distinction here. It seemed at the time to be entirely commonsense 
that the U.S. Government would want to prohibit, prevent MANPADs from 
falling into other's hands. And I don't remember who came up with that 
bright idea to begin with. 

Ms. lackson , Those are all the questions I have. 

Ms. Betz. Again, thank you. I mean, we're just trying to put 
all the pieces together and just trying to understand. 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. No, we don't have any follow-up. 

Ms. lackson. Before we then conclude, I usually ask one 
follow-up question. 

Mr. Feltman. Sure. 

Ms. lackson. And, again, we appreciate your being here today. 
We appreciate the candid way in which you've responded to our questions. 

As you sit here and reflect upon the day, is there any question 
or answer that you previously gave that you would like to expand on 
or elaborate on or clarify in any way before we let you go to go catch 
a plane, train, or automobile? 

Mr. Feltman . You know, this is one of those things where probably 



702 


15 

for the next week I'll be thinking of what I said and thinking of what 
I might have said more articulately. I think it's natural. But in 
terms of -- I tried to answer your questions candidly^ perhaps more 
fulsomely than the State Department counsel would have wished in some 
cases . 

You knoWj as you all know, I was very close to Chris, both 
officially and personally. And I hope that we can all draw real lessons 
from this to prevent others from meeting similar fates as Chris and 
three of his colleagues in Benghazi. But having served in the Middle 
East for many years of my professional career, I know that it's 
impossible ever to eliminate all the dangers we face, and I think it's 
important that the United States be in these sorts of places to pursue 
U.S. interests despite the risks. 

And I'm proud that I was part of that cadre of people who were 
willing to do that. So yes, I want everybody to draw lessons from what 
happened in Benghazi, but I also want people to recognize that there 
is no perfect security in today's world for U.S. diplomatic work 
overseas . 

Ms. Jackson. All right. Thank you, sir. 

Ms. Betz. Thank you. 

Ms. Jackson . We'll go off the record. 

[Whereupon, at 2:49 p.m., the interview was concluded.] 
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November 30, 2015 

To: MEMBERS OF THE HOUSE SELECT COMMITTEE ON BENGHAZI: 

The Honorable Trey Gowdy (R-SC), Chairman 
The Honorable Susan Brooks (R-IN) 

The Honorable Jim Jordan [R-OH) 

The Honorable Mike Pompeo (R-KSJ 
The Honorable Martha Roby (R-AL) 

The Honorable Peter Roskam (R-ILJ 
The Honorable Lynn Westmoreland (R-GA) 

The Honorable Elijah Cummings (D-MDJ, Ranking Member 
The Honorable Adam Smith (D-WA) 

The Honorable Adam Schiff (D-CA) 

The Honorable Linda Sanchez (D-CAJ 
The Honorable Tammy Duckworth (D-ILJ 

As foreign policy professionals and former ambassadors, we write to offer our 
perspective on issues raised during recent testimony by former Secretary Clinton 
before the House Select Committee on Benghazi. 

Collectively, we have represented our country at the level of ambassador to 51 
countries, and to our most important multilateral partners, under both Republican 
and Democratic presidents. Like Ambassador Christopher Stevens, all of us served 
as career Foreign Service ambassadors; many of us also have served at high-threat 
posts, in crisis situations, and/or in senior policy and management positions within 
the Department. Our experience in how ambassadors function, and how they 
interact with the Department and with the Secretaries of State they serve, was at 
variance with understandings expressed in some lines of questions raised by the 
Committee. 

Each of us had ample access to the Secretaries we served. However, that access, 
more often than not, was conducted through a range of senior professional 
colleagues across the Department, each of whom was empowered to make decisions 
in the management and policy spheres. The normal chain of command is through 
regional and functional assistant secretaries, not directly to the Secretary. Skilled 
career Foreign Service ambassadors understand the need to move questions to 
decision at the right level, and to work those decisions up the leadership chain as 
needed. We believe this experience is in keeping with sound organizational practice. 
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and compatible with what we have seen in the private and non-governmental 
spheres in which our activities currently are focused. 

Ultimately, if an ambassador believes an issue is sufficiently critical to merit the 
Secretary's attention, the ambassador has both the means and the responsibility to 
make certain it does, in the event of an urgent need for direct contact with the 
Secretary, however, none of us expected to use direct email contact, as there are 
more effective ways of communicating. For example, the State Department 
Operations Center, which operates 24/7, provides better access to senior officials 
than does any direct cell phone number and can track down Department principals 
anytime, anywhere. Certain forms of immediate cables can receive rapid attention 
and be distributed more broadly than emails, something important when an 
ambassador seeks to hold the system accountable for a response. We did not expect 
the Secretary of State to read each of the hundreds of thousands of cables sent 
annually to the Department. We knew that Department cables sent under the 
Secretary's name were only rarely approved by him or her. 

Ambassadors are given wide latitude in how they operate in the field. We were 
expected to use our good judgment, paired with internal vetting processes, in 
deciding where to travel in-country. The same was expected in deciding with whom 
embassy staffs should meet - decisions all the more critical in war zones and other 
crisis situations. 

In many countries, rule of law is rarely what it should be, and security issues in 
some of these countries can be dire. The Secretary has leadership responsibility for 
the security of all of those under his or her charge. However, in carrying out that 
responsibility, any Secretary must rely heavily on senior subordinates and on 
ambassadors, who have a designated and specific authority in this regard, to flag 
when a security issue is not being dealt with adequately. Diplomacy carries 
inherent risks, especially in high-threat posts; ambassadors understand these risks 
and constantly must make decisions of how much risk to take for what purpose. 
They know that absolute security is not possible, and that these decisions rarely will 
be clear-cut. However, they need the latitude to make difficult day-to-day decisions, 
relying on advice from security professionals and the expectation that they will 
receive appropriate support from Washington. They know, too, that available 
Congressional funding often does not meet the Department’s critical security needs 
- and that the processes to redress those needs take time, even in crisis situations. 

Finally, Ambassadors cannot do tbeir jobs without a strong grasp of public 
messaging - important both to our roles personally and to the overall embassy 
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mission. All of us welcomed, even insisted on, the opportunity to advise Washington 
on that score; doing so in fluid and unclear crisis situations, such as the 
circumstances surrounding Benghazi, is particularly critical. Ambassadors and their 
staffs develop their own information sources, but never to the exclusion of 
outsiders’ insights that might prove of value. We would rather hear those views, 
and be able to factor them into our own analyses, than not. We often responded to 
myriad questions - from the Administration, the private sector, and Congress - 
particularly when developments impact policy choices. This is part of the job, all the 
more so when events are fast-breaking or situations are confused. 


We believe that maintaining bipartisan consensus on our country's foreign policy is 
a paramount national interest. From that perspective, we urge that the Committee 
take the above considerations in mind as it examines actions taken, or not taken, 
during the tragic occurrences of September 11, 2012. 

Sincerely, 

Amb. (ret.) John R. Beyrle 
Russia, 2008-2012 
Bulgaria, 2005-2008 

Amb. (ret.) James Keough Bishop 
Somalia, 1990-1991 
Liberia, 1987-1990 
Niger, 1979-1981 

Amb. (ret.) Barbara K. Bodine 
Yemen, 1997-2001 

Amb. (ret.) A. Peter Burleigh 

United Nations, 1997-2000 

Sri Lanka and the Maldives, 1995-1997 

Ambassador for Counter-Terrorism, 1992-1993 

Amb. (ret.) R. Nicholas Burns 

Under Secretary of State for Political Affairs, 2005-2008 
NATO, 2001-2005 
Greece, 1997-2001 

Amb. (ret.) John Campbell 
Nigeria, 2004-2007 
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Amb. (ret] Katherine Canavan 
Botswana, 2005-2008 
Lesotho, 1998-2001 

Amb. (ret.) James Collins 
Russia, 1997-2001 

Ambassador-at-Large, New Independent States, 1994-1997 

Amb. (ret.) Edwin G. Corr 
El Salvador, 1985-1988 
Bolivia, 1981-1985 
Peru, 1980-1981 

Amb. (ret.) Ryan C. Crocker 
Afghanistan, 2011-2012 
Iraq, 2007-2009 
Pakistan, 2004-2007 
Syria, 1998-2001 
Kuwait, 1994-1997 
Lebanon, 1990-1993 

Amb. (ret.) James B. Cunningham 
Afghanistan, 2012-2014 
Israel, 2008-2011 

Chief of Mission, Hong Kong, 2005-2008 
United Nations, 2000-2004 

Amb. (ret.) Robert S. Gelbard 
Indonesia, 1999-2001 
Bolivia, 1988-1991 

Amb. (ret.) Michael Guest 
Romania, 2001-2004 

Amb. (ret) Richard Hoagland 
Kazakhstan, 2008-2011 
Tajikistan, 2003-2006 

Amb. (ret.) Dennis Jett 
Peru, 1996-1999 
Mozambique, 1993-1996 

Amb. (ret) Richard D. Kauzlarich 
Bosnia and Herzegovina, 1997-1999 
Azerbaijan, 1994-1997 



Amb. [retO Laura E. Kennedy 
Conference on Disarmament, 2010-2013 
Turkmenistan, 2001-2003 

Amb. (ret.) Richard LeBaron 
Kuwait, 2007-2010 

Amb. (ret.) Tom Miller 

Greece, 2001-2004 

Bosnia and Herzegovina, 1999-2001 

Cyprus negotiations, 1997-1999 

Amb. (ret.) Cameron Munter 
Pakistan, 2010-2012 
Serbia, 2007-2009 

Amb. (ret.) Ronald E. Neumann 
Afghanistan, 2005-2007 
Bahrain, 2001-2004 
Algeria, 1994-1997 

Amb. (ret.) Thomas Niles 
Greece, 1993-1997 
European Union, 1989-1991 
Canada, 1985-1989 

Amb. (ret.) Maurice S. Parker 
Swaziland, 2007-2009 

Amb. (ret.) Donald Petterson 
Sudan, 1992-1995 
Tanzania, 1986-1989 
Somalia, 1978-1982 

Amb. (ret.) Steven Pifer 
Ukraine, 1998-2000 

Amb. (ret.) Laurence Pope 
Chad, 1993-1996 

Amb. (ret.) Nancy Powell 
India, 2012-2014 
Nepal, 2007-2009 
Pakistan, 2002-2004 
Ghana, 2001-2002 
Uganda, 1997-1999 



Amb. [ret.) Robert Pringle 
Mali, 1987-1990 

Amb. [ret.) Charles A. Ray 
Zimbabwe, 2009-2012 
Cambodia, 2002-2005 

Amb. [ret.) Francis J. Ricciardone 
Turkey, 2011-2014 
Egypt, 2005-2008 
Philippines, 2002-2005 

Amb. [ret.) Patrick Theros 
Qatar, 1995-1998 

Amb. (ret.) Edward S. Walker, Jr. 

Israel, 1997-1999 
Egypt, 1994-1997 
United Arab Emirates, 1989-1992 

Amb. [ret.) Frank Wisner 
India, 1994-1997 

Under Secretary of Defense for Policy, 1993-1994 

Under Secretary of State for International Security Affairs, 1992-1993 

Philippines, 1991-1992 

Egypt, 1986-1991 

Zambia, 1979-1982 
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Tuesday, July 26, 2011 5:14 PM 


Categories: 

Classification: 


Working 

UNCLASSIFIED 


This email is UNCLASSIFIED. 


From: 

Sen t; Tuesday, July 26, 2011 1:49 PM 

Subject: 

Casey's, 3:30pm manana. We're all set. Thanks! 


This email is UNCLASSIFIED. 


From: 

Sen t; Tuesday, July 26, 2011 12:37 PM 

Subject: 

Perfect. Wherever. Casey's? 

Thanks! 


SBU 

This email is UNCLASSIFIED. 


From: 

Se nt; Tuesday, July 26, 2011 12:35 PM 
Subject: RE; 


Great, thanks! I've already asked him to raise the staffing issue directly with^|, but I'm sure he'll want to share his 
arguments for an OSD presence with us as well, in addition to whatever else he wants to tell us. 


STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE. 

REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER. 
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How about 3:30pm tomorrow? Any preference on where we should meet? I'm not really sure how to get him access to 
the building, but we could meet offsite, somewhere close by. 


SBU 

This email is UNCLASSIFIED. 


From: 

Sen t; Tuesday, July 26, 2011 ll;04 AM 
Subject: RE: 


Anytime after 3 tomorrow would be great. 


As you know, Chris and ^Hhave not welcomed the idea of DOD presence in Benghazi at this point. But we can listen. 


SBU 

This email is UNCLASSIFIED. 


From: 

Sen t; Tuesday. July 26. 2011 11:01 AM 

To: 

Subject: FW; 


FYl on all of the info below. Do you have any time this week to meet with| 
Tripoli? Tomorrow afternoon would probably work best forme. 


L former DATT from Embassy 


This email is UNCLASSIFIED. 


From: 

Sent^ijesdavJul^6^01U0;4^M 

To; Cretz, Gene 

Subject: RE: 


STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE. 

REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER. 
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Yes, certainly. 


Director 

Office of Maghreb Affairs 
Department of State 
202 - 647<4679 


This email is UNCLASSIFIED. 



I just spoke with and it does sound like OSD is pushing for this now in order to preposition someone for Benghazi. 
He said that OSD now recognizes that it would be valuable to have a point person to manage potential security 
assistance issues (programs such as IMET and FMF) now that we've recognized the TNC, while implying that it would be 
most useful for that person to be in Libya. I told him that we had no room to add additional staff right now, encouraging 
him to speak with ^^for more information. 

^^|says he has some other information that he couldn't shar e over the phone. He asked to meet me to discuss. I told 
him I'd get back to him on that. I think it might be valuable for if she has time, to join me for this meeting. What 
do you think? 


SBU 

This email is UNCLASSIFIED. 


From: 

Se nt; Tuesday, July 26, 2011 9:26 AM 

Cretz, Gene A 

Subject: 


I think it could be helpful for you to talk to him. I agree with you. OSD is now pushing quite vigorously to position 
someone for DATT type slot in Benghazi. As I mentioned, we don't support. Allowing them to put him at State may be a 
way to pre-position him for that, or it could serve as a sop for them, while we postpone having him go out. (I d on't see 
how they plan to eet^round "the no boots on th^round" rule but maybe they have a work-around, ) will you 

be in touch with to urge him to speak to 


This email is UNCLASSIFIED. 


STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE. 
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From: 

Sent^uesdayjulv 26, 2011 4:30 AM 

A; | 

Subject: 


what does OSD want him to do? given that we're in the proo 
added in bringing him to State right now. I'm happy to talk to 
longer working in Sudan? 


winding down Emb Tripoli. I don't see a lot of value- 
- he can call me through Ops any time. Is he no 


From: 

Sent: Mon 7/25/201^^1^M 

To: 

Subject: ^ 


I receive^^e information today from^^^^^land then through ^^^from that suggests that OSD would 
like for^^^o sit with Embassy Tripoli at State on a t emporar y basis. Just wanted to make sure voi^ere aware and to 
seek guidance on how I should respond. Should I refer ^^^|assigning office to anyone in NEA perhaps?)? 


Political and Economic Affairs Chief 
U.S. Embassy Tripoli (now in Washington) 
Offic^0^6M017 

I III I 1 1 


This email is UNCLASSIFIED. 
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From: Mills, Cheryl 0 <MillsCO@state.gov> 

Swit: Friday, October21, 2011 5:17 AM 

To: H 

Sul^ect Fw; Secretary In Tripoli 


From: Cretz, Gene A 

Sont: Friday, October 21, 2011 04:50 AM 

To: MINs, Cheryl 0 

Subject: Secretary in TripoN 

T hanks for the kind words. I think the Secretary's visit here was picture perfect given the chaos we labor under in 
Ubya.The Secretary was great and her efforts will I think help us move forward on our project to help the war-wounded. 
On a lighter note, I will never be lonely here after the Secretary was kind enough to give my personal contact 
information to all 120,000 students at the university durirtg her stirring dialogue with them. It has been quite a week ;l 
don't think I can take any more excitement. All the best, Gene. 


From: Mils, Cheryl D 

Sent: Sunday, October 16, 2011 2:36 PM 

To: Cretz, Gene A 

Subject: RE: contact 

Thanks so much Gene - you have been a terrific partner In a hard circumstance. 

I think we will move forward with seeking to have Chris become chorge in January and then 
nominate him subsequently so he con begin serving. 


edm 


From: Cretz, Gene A 

Sent: Friday, October 14, 2011 1:36 PM 

To: Mills, Cheryl D 

Subject: contact 

Hi Cheryl: hope this finds you well. I know that Jeff has been In touch with you regarding the switch between myself 



have had the opportunity to work closely with/for the Secretary during the past 8 months. I consider the Secretary's 
visit to Tripoli this coming week to be the high point of my 30 year career. Warm regards, Gene. 


PERSONAL 

This email is UNCLASSIFIED. 
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United States Department of State 
Washington, D.C. 20522-0611 


UNCLASSIFIED 


May 1,2012 


ACTION MEMO FOR UNDER SECRETARY KENNEDY - M 

FROM: NEA-SCA/EX - Acting 

SUBJECT: Request for Permission for TDY Travel of USG Personnel to Tripoli, 
Libya 

Recommendation 


That you approve the request for U.S. government personnel listed on the attached 
spreadsheet (Tab) to travel to Tripoli, Libya while it is an unaccompanied post. 

Approve Disapprove 

Bacl^round 

Embassy Tripoli went on Authorized Departure on February 20, 2011, upgraded to 
Ordered Departure the next day, and suspended operations on February 25, 2011. 
Ordered Departure terminated August 1 8, 20 1 1 after post was in departure status 
for 180 days. Operations were re-established on September 22, 2011; however, it 
remains in unaccompanied status. 

The personnel in the attached spreadsheet will be traveling to provide long- and 
short-term logistical, security, and reporting support to Embassy Tripoli. 

As with all travel to Tripoli, actual date of arrival will depend on the availability of 
accommodations. However, current timetables indicate beds will be available. 

The Ambassador supports this request 

Attachment: 

Tab 1 - List of Persormel Requesting Travel 
Tab 2 - Daily Staffing Count 


UNCLASSIFIED 
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/Hi 1 / ■: ("W f 
i-w A X i I 

United State 

}1^ashington, D. C. 20526 


SENSITIVE BUT UNCLASSIFIED December 27, 20 1 1 

ACTION MEMO FOR UNDER SECRETARY KENNEDY - M 




/'I 


FROM: NEA - Jeffrey Feltraan ’ 

SUBJECT: Future of Operations in Benghazi, Libya 


Recommendation 1; 


That you approve a continued U.S. presetice in Benghazi through the end of 
calendar year 2012; and that you approve a combined footprint of 35 U.S. 
government personnel in Benghazi, including eight State Department and USAID 
and two TDY beds. 



Recommendation 2: 


That you approve the release of the existing State Department lease in Benghazi on 
Villa A; and that you approve the retention of Villas B and C for office and 
residential space for the State Department pre.sence. 



Background 

The Transitional National Council (TNC) recently declared Libya liberated and 
moved the center of TNC operations from Benghazi to Tripoli. Chris Stevens, the 
Department’s original Special Envoy to the TNC, has been replaced by Bureau of 
Political Military Affairs o fficer who previously served. at Embassy 
Tripoli. Entry level officer^^^^^Jtransitioned to Tripoli in mid-December 
and USAID has shifted its pennanent presence to Tripoli. Because of budget 
constraints and the reduced footprint, Diplomatic Security’s current presence 
consists of two Special Agents, with an additional three slots currently unfilled. 


SENSITIVE BUT UNCLASSIFIED 
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SENSITIVE BUT UNCLASSIFIED 


With Infonnation Management Officer (IMO)/Management Officer 
the permanent presence in Benghazi is five, down from an approved footprint of 
1 7. The current leases are paid through February 4, 201 2, and extendable at our 
discretion through 2015. 

.Mthough our presence in Benghazi has shrunk considerably' since the reopening of 
the Embassy in Tripoli, 1 would like to maiiitain a small State-run presence in 
Benghazi through the end of calendar year 2012, to include the critical summer 
elections period. Headed by an FS-02 or GS-14 officer, this office would work in 
close coordination with Tripoli on political and economic reporting, public 
diplomacy and commercial work in the eastern part ofLibya and serve as “host” 
for the activities of USAID, PM, and any other U.S. government TDY personnel in 
Benghazi. Because this would be a smaller operation, Benghazi would continue to 
be supported by one IRM TDYer for communications and managetnent issues and 
one NEA TDY reporting officer in addition to the TDY head of operations. NBA 
also would support the continuati.on of an LES PSA position to provide translation, 
policy, and administrative support. With the full complement of five Special 
Agents, our permanent presence would include eight U.S. direct hire employees, 
two slots for TDY PM and USAID officers, and one LES program assistant. 

A continued presence in Benghazi will emphasize U.S. interest in the eastern part 
ofLibya. Many Libyans have said the U.S. presence in Benghazi has a salutary', 
calming effect on easterners who are fearful that the new focus on Tripoli could 
once again lead to their neglect and exclusion fiom reconstruction and wealth 
distribution and strongly favor a permanent U.S. presence in the fonn of a full 
consulate. Tliey feel the United States w'ill help ensure they are dealt with fairly. 
TNC officials have said some government agencies may shift their headquarters to 
Benghazi (such as the National Oil Company). Other government agencies and 
corporations already have their headquarters in Benghazi and will likely rernain 
there for the foreseeable future. The team will be able to monitor political trends 
(Islamists, tribes, political parties, militias) and public sentiment regarding the 
“new Libya," as W'ell as report on the critical period leading up to and through 
Libya’s first post-Qadhafi elections. Programmatic benefits to a continued U.S. 
presence in Benghazi include building on USAID/OTI’s programs to strengthen 
civil society groups, media training, and capacity building in municipal councils. 
■We should continue to engage with the populace, particularly with the large 
population of Libyan youth, an important and receptive audience with high 
expectations for the post-revolution period. 


SENSITIVE BUT UNCLASSIFIED 
2 
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AttachmenteClassification: 

UNCLASSIFIED 
Classification: UNCLASSIFIED 

SensitivityCode: Sensitive 

SMARTCategory: Working 


Has there been any discussion about pulling the 2"“ MSD team out of Tripoli? 


Thank you. 



Desk Officer 1 DS/IP/NEA 

Office Ph: 571.34 5.3475 | Mobile Ph: S71.345.3400 

Email: ^^^^fc)state.gov 


SBU 

This email is UNCLASSIFIED. 


From: SMART Core [mailto:svcSMARTBTSRctSPrec@state.gov] 
Sent; Wed 3/28/2012 3:15 AM 




Action Office: RSO, MGT 
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Info Office; 

DETCMDRJNFO, EXECJNFO 

MRI^ 

12 TRIPOLI 130 

Date/DTG: 

Mar 28, 2012 / 2806482 MAR 12 

From: 

AMEMBASSY TRIPOLI 

Action: 

WASHDC, SECSTATE ROUTINE 

E.O.: 

13526 

TAGS: 

ASEC, AMGT, LY 

Captions: 

SENSITIVE 

Reference: 

12 TRIPOLI 64 

Pass Line: 

STATE FOR DS/IP/NEA AND NEA/EX 

Correction Reason: 

CORRECTED COPY: Reftel added. 

Subject: 

REQUEST FOR DS TDY AND FTE SUPPORT 


1. (SBU) SUMMARY AND ACTION REQUEST: As Tripoli seeks to transition from emergency to normalized 
security operations, post and the RSO face a considerable workload in a constantly evolving environment. 
Accomplishment of RSO's core objectives -- essential support for movement security, including continuing 
high volume of senior*levei visits; rebuilding and expanding post's PSA Local Guard Force (IGF); managing 
major physical security projects; creating a locally engaged bodyguard force; and establishing traditional RSO 
programs -- requires continued TDY support from the Department, as well as an Increase in the number of 
our permanently assigned RSO staff. In order to transition successfully from the current MSD and SST-based 
security model to one that incorporates more locally based and non-emergency assets, post requests; 12 
TDY DS agents for 45-60 day rotations in Tripoli (to replace our two departing MSD teams); 5 TDY DS agents 


of our second LES bodyguard team (o/a July 1); one TDY ARSO from April 1 til July 1; and one WAE TDY'er to 
assist with LGF program development and emergency planning. In addition, post requests an increase in full- 
time staffing for RSO Tripoli to include: one RSO, one Deputy RSO, and four ARSOs. Post is extremely grateful 
for the extraordinary support provided by DS as we transition to normalized security operations. End 
summary and action request. 


2. (SBU) As noted in our EAC reports and regular DS spot reports, the security environment in Tripoli remains 
uncertain and unstable. Although there has been a marked decrease in the number of militia checkpoints 
around Tripoli, the Transitional National Council (TNC) has not yet succeeded in demobilizing the multiple 
militias or bringing them into a centralized command and control structure. This uncertain environment is 
likely to continue through the entire transition cycle, which as outlined in the TNCs constitutional charter, is 
expected to last at least one year beyond the June 2012 election for the constitutional assembly. In REF A, 
Post provided a detailed description of the evolving security environment at Post, VIP visit demands, physical 
security projects underway, and an update of LGF and LES close protection recruitment, staffing, and training 
efforts. 


3. (SBU) As recommended by the Department, post is developing plans to transition our security staffing from 
an MSD and SST-based model to one that Incorporates more locally based and non-emergency assets. Post 
requests the following support: 

-TDY DS AGENTS: Post requests twelve (12) TDY DS agents, with a preference for high-threat trained 
personnel, for 45-60 day rotations, to provide movement and static security in lieu of two MSD teams. Since 
Tripoli reopened in September 2011, post has relied on three teams of MSD agents (18 OS agents) to 
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provided emergency support in support of our operations. One of the three MSD teams departed post in 
March-and was not reptacedrWhite post h^rsTeclDcecl'iirm'ovement security profile In light of a general 
improvement in the security environment. Post requires a DS escort for movement of personnel w ho ha ve 
not received FACT, SNOE, or similar post provided training. Currently, MSD and SST personnel man ^iQuick 
Reaction Force (QRF) elements, deployed as a response force, for all daytime movements in Tripoli. 
Movements after 1800 hrs generally require QRF support and a DS escort in the vehicle. MSD and SST 
personnel also provide personnel to support COM and DCM movement teams. Post also is required to 
deploy MSD and SST personnel to support VIP visits, which occur at rate of 3*S per month. Finally, MSD and 
SST assets provide static armed security at the temporary Chancery and interim Residential compounds. As 
Post's LES close protection assets and program expands, we would expect the number of TOY DS agents to 
contract accordingly, with a planned complete reduction of TDY DS agents in Tripoli within the next 3-5 
months. However, complete elimination of our USDH TDY security presence is contingent upon post 
receiving host government permission to arm our LES bodyguard force. 

-DS AGENT SUPPORT IN BENGHAZI: Post requests continued support for 5 TDY DS agents in Benghazi on 45- 
60 day rotations. This number is required to ensure that we have an appropriate USDH presence to protect 
our COMSEC; support the two long-term USDH TDY'ers; and support an increasing number of 
program/assistance TDY's from both Tripoli and Washington. The number of TDY'ers in Benghazi is expected 
to increase in the run-up to the June elections. Embassy Tripoli is in the process of recruiting four LES drivers 
and an RSO LES SPSS, which wilt support operations in Benghazi. Post also plans to deploy a TDY RSO from 
Tripoli once expanded permanent staffing is established and stabilized. Once these positions are filled. Post 
anticipates requiring fewer TDY DS agents to support Benghazi. Although an LGF contractor has begun 
operations in Benghazi, initial discussions regarding contractor-provided armed close protection / movement 
support does n nt ap p par v/iahip hagpH on-c ninpliratinn^ - Ka gardmg fiOL f i r parfm-p^mvit*^ Cmr gntly, the'tGF 
contractor is able to obtain only short-term (48-72 hr) firearms permits for specific VIP visits. 

-MSD TEAMS: Post requests the continued deployment of one MSD team of six agents to provide training 
team assistance for a surge of newly hired LGF and LES movement security. We would expect the first group 
of 12 LES movement security team members to complete an 8-week MSD led training course on April 19 and 
a second group of 12 team members to complete the same training on June 14. Approximately 50 newly 
hired LGF will complete MSD assisted two-week basic training courses by mid-April. Post anticipates the 
departure of the MSD training team upon completion of the second LES movement security team training 
course and deployment, on/about July 1, 2012. Post requests that the second MSD team currently deployed 
until mid-May be replaced with the aforementioned TDY non-MSD DS agents. 

-ARSO SUPPORT: Post expects its two permanent ARSOs to arrive in mid-April and mid-June respectively. 

Post requests one TDY DS AGENT with prior ARSO experience to act in a TDY ARSO capacity for periods of 45- 
60 days beginning on April 1 until July 1. 

-ADDITIONAL SUPPORT: Post requests one WAE TDYer to assist with LGF program development and assist 
with emergency planning, to include development of Post's Emergency Action Plan (EAP). 

4. (S6U) FULL TIME STAFFING: Given the vast Increase in the number of programs and personnel that RSO is 
required to manage as well as the fluid security environment In which those programs must be built, Post 
supports the proposed full time staffing for RSO Tripoli of 1 RSO, 1 Deputy RSO, and 4 Assistant RSOs. As Post 
expects continued operations in Benghazi through CY 2012 and Tripoli's tours of duty to remain at one year, 
the proposed permanent staffing would provide sufficient support during periods of RR/RRBs while also 
stabilizing support for operations In Benghazi. 
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MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER. 


5-(U) Embassy Tripoli is extremely grateful for the extraordinary support provided by DS as we transition to 
normalize^ecurity operations. Point of contact for this request is RSO Tripoli, 

^^^mUlSstate^goy, 24hr VOlP/TOC 


Signature: CRETZ 

Drafted By: 

Cleared By: 

Approved By: 

Released By: R 

Info: 


Action Post: 

Dissemination Rule: DETCMDR_INFO, RSO, EXEC_INFO. MGT_ACTION 

UNCLASSIFIED 

SBU 
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EXHIBIT 6 



Subject: RE: draft email for your clearance; (SBU) Lack of Security Staffing at Benghazi undermining 

mission 

Categories: Working 

Classification: UNCLASSIFIED 

SensrtivityCode: Sensitive 

Also, the Secretary asked last week if we still have a presence in Benghazi - 1 think she would be upset to hear that yes 
we do but because we don't have enough security they are on lockdown. 


SBU 

This email is UNCLASSIFIED. 


Sent: Thursday, heoruary 09, 2012 3:25 PM 
To; NEA-MAG-QBYA 

Subject: FW: draft email for your dearance: (SBU) Lack of Security Staffing at Benghazi undermining mission 


SBU 

This email is UNCLASSIFIED. 



Subject: draft email for your clearance: (SBU) Lack of Security Staffing at Benghazi undermining mission 


Let me know If this works and whether you want to consult with^^^or EX before sending this to the FO. Another issue 
to keep in mind is Embassy Tunis’ longstanding request for an A/RSO. If we ask JDF to present this to M, we might get 
asked which would be our top priority within MAG. {That's not a fair question of course, because Tunis is asking for a 
permanent A/RSO FTE, whereas we are looking for a solid commitment of 4 TOY DS agents through the end of the year.} 

Thanks. 


We determined early on that It was important to us to maintain a presence in Benghazi to engage with the TNC and 
keep an eye on political and security developments in the east. The mission in Benghazi has also allowed PM and USAID 
to conduct periodic TDYs in the east to further develop their contacts and monitor progress on our MANPADS, elections 
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and civil society assistance programs. The simmering protests in Benghazi and the east against the TNC and local 
councils over the last few weeks {along with violent unrest in Bani Wali in the west) have shaken the interim 
government, and illustrated the importance of maintaining a broad base of contacts and visibility outside of Tripoli. 

Unfortunately, DS staffing is becoming a recurring problem in Benghazi. At the current security threat level, Benghazi 
needs a minimum of four agents to support moves out of town (3 to accompany the Principal Officer or TOY officer, and 
1 to remain on compound with the IRM/management person). Post needs a minimum of three agents to facilitate one 
movement at a time in town, and one to remain on compound. 

DS staffing has dropped to two agents several times over the last few months between rotations, which has prevented 
the PO from leaving the compound. DS tells post it is unlikely they can fully staff Benghazi due to broader staffing 
challenges across NEA, and has suggested we adjust our expectations about movements and outreach. 

The fluid security situation makes it unlikely that RSO and EAC will decide to significantly ease the security profile in the 
immediate future. If DS cannot or will not allocate the right resources for Benghazi, we may want to push back with M 
to force a discussion about DS's decision. If there is no recourse, we should reconsider whether we keep the mission 
going. There is very little reason to maintain the expense if our people are going to be trapped on the compound and 
unable to get around. 



Populy Diwlor, Offii'o ol' MagJireb Affairs 
liuroau of Nt'ur fcisti?rn .Afl'niis 
U.5>. DcpartmeiiL of Slaie 
(Oj 202-647-4675 (!■) 202-736^60 


SBU 

This email is UNCLASSIFIED. 


212 
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EXHIBIT 7 



Subject: RE; draft email for your clearance; (SBU) Lack of Security Staffing at Benghazi undermining 

mission 


Categories: 

Classification; 

SensitivityCode: 


Working 

UNCLASSIFIED 

Sensitive 


Also, the Secretary asked last \A/eek if we still have a presence in Benghazi - 1 think she would be upset to hear that yes 
we do but because we don't have enough security they are on lockdown. 


SBU 

This email is UNCLASSIFIED. 


From ! 

Sent: Thursday, Pebruary 09, 2012 3:25 F 
To: NEA-MAG-UBYA 

Subject: FW: draft email for your clearance: (SBU) Lack of Security Staffing at Benghazi undermining mission 


SBU 

This email is UNCLASSIFIED. 


From:| 

Sei^: Thursday. February 09. 2012 3:24 PM 

Subject: draft email for your clearance: (SBU) Lack of Security Staffing at Benghazi undermining mission 


Let me know if this works and whether you want to consult with^^or EX before sending this to the FO. Another issue 
to keep in mind is Embassy Tunis’ longstanding request for an A/RSQ. If we ask JDF to present this to M, we might get 
asked which would be our top priority within MAG. (That's not a fair question of course, because Tunis is asking for a 
permanent A/RSO FTE, whereas we are looking for a solid commitment of 4 TDY DS agents through the end of the year.) 

Thanks. 


We determined early on that It was important to us to maintain a presence in Benghazi to engage with the TNC and 
keep an eye on political and security developments in the east. The mission in Benghazi has also allowed PM and USAID 
to conduct periodic TDYs in the east to further develop their contacts and monitor progress on our MANPADS, elections 
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and civil society assistance programs. The simmering protests in Benghazi and the east against the TNC and local 
councils over the last few weeks (along with violent unrest in Bani Wali in the west) have shaken the interim 
government, and illustrated the importance of maintaining a broad base of contacts and visibility outside of Tripoli. 

Unfortunately, DS staffing is becoming a recurring problem in Benghazi. At the current security threat level, Benghazi 
needs a minimum of four agents to support moves out of town (3 to accompany the Principal Officer or TDY officer, and 
1 to remain on compound with the IRM/management person). Post needs a minimum of three agents to facilitate one 
movement at a time in town, and one to remain on compound. 

DS staffing has dropped to two agents several times over the last few months between rotations, which has prevented 
the PO from leaving the compound. DS tells post it is unlikely they can fully staff Benghazi due to broader staffing 
challenges across NEA, and has suggested we adjust our expectations about movements and outreach. 

The fluid security situation makes it unlikely that RSO and EAC will decide to significantly ease the security profile in the 
immediate future. If DS cannot or will not allocate the right resources for Benghazi, we may want to push back with M 
to force a discussion about DS's decision. If there is no recourse, we should reconsider whether we keep the mission 
going. There is very little reason to maintain the expense if our people are going to be trapped on the compound and 
unable to get around. 


IVpuLy Dim-Lor. OlCiiv of MagJireb Affairs 
BuroatJ of Near liaslern Affairs 


U.S. Di;paitii\eiiLof SUile 

(OJ 202-647.4675 (!•) 202-736-4480 


SBU 

This email is UNCLASSIFIED. 
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EXHIBIT 8 

STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZr^MMITTEE. 

REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER. 


From: Sullivan, Jacob J <SullivanJj@state.gov> 

Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2011 10:41 PM 

To: H 

Subject Fw: Libyan 


Fyi 

— Original Message — 

From: Gordon, Philip H 

Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2011 05:56 PM 

To; Feltman, Jeffrey D; Burns, William J; Sullivan, Jacob J 

Subject: Re: Libyan 

now says the issue of the visitor is "more complicated than they thought" and he prefers to send me a secure 
message In the morning. Will let you know. 

Meanwhile, press here all about whether US/coalition going to "arm rebels" based on HRC comments about "no 
decision yet, resolution allows that". Tomorrow's Guardian headline is "Coalition ready to arm rebellion if Gadafy clings 
to power". Don't know if playing same way back home. 

— Original Message — 

From: Feltman, Jeffrey D 

Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2011 02:57 PM 

To: Gordon, Philip H; Burns, William J; Sullivan, Jacob J 

Subject: Re: Libyan 

Thanks. 

Jeffrey Feltman 

Original Message — 

From: Gordon, Philip H 

Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2011 02:34 PM 

To: Burns, William J; Feltman, Jeffrey D; Sullivan, Jacob J 

Subject: Libyan 


says plane of Libyan mystery visitor just landed. Said he'd keep us posted as details emerge. 
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Excerpts of the foregoing interview were cited in the Report of 
the Select Committee on Benghazi. The Central Intelligence Agen- 
cy declined the Committee’s request to declassify the interview 
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INTERVIEW OF THOMAS NIDES 


WEDNESDAY, DECEMBER 16, 2015 

House of Representatives, 

Select Committee on Benghazi, 

Washington, DC. 

The interview in the above matter was held in Room HVC-205, 
Capitol Visitor Center, commencing at 10:08 a.m. 

Present: Representatives Gowdy, Jordan, Brooks, and Roby. 

Appearances: 

For the Select Committee on Benghazi: Dana Chipman, Chief In- 
vestigative Counsel; Mac Tolar, Senior Counsel; Sheria Clarke, 
Counsel; Kim Betz, Member Outreach Liaison; Susanne Sachsman 
Grooms, Minority Staff Director/General Counsel; Heather Sawyer, 
Minority Chief Counsel; Ronak Desai, Minority Counsel; Erin 
O’Brien, Minority Detailee. 

For the U.S. Department of State: Eric Snyder, Senior Counsel; 

^ ^ ^ 

For Thomas Nides: Russell Anello, Raul Yanes. 

Ms. Betz. So I’m just going to go over a few ground rules that 
will sort of guide our discussion today. This is a transcribed inter- 
view of Thomas Nides conducted by the House Select Committee on 
Benghazi. The interview is being conducted voluntarily as part of 
the committee’s investigation into the attacks on the U. S. diplo- 
matic facilities in Benghazi, Libya, and related matters pursuant 
to House Resolution 567 of the 113th Congress, and House Resolu- 
tion 5 of the 114th Congress. 

Would the witness please state his name for the record? 

Mr. Nides. Thomas Nides. 

Ms. Betz. We appreciate your willingness to appear at this inter- 
view. My name is Kim Betz with the committee’s majority staff, 
and I will ask everyone around the room to go ahead and introduce 
themselves. 

Ms. Clarke. Sheria Clarke, majority staff. 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. I’m Susanne Sachsman Grooms, minor- 
ity staff. 

Mr. Desai. Ronak Desai with the minority staff. 

Ms. O’Brien. Erin O’Brien with the minority. 

Mr. Snyder. Eric Snyder, State Department. 

Ms. ***** *^ State Department. 

Mr. Anello. Russel Anello with Mr. Nides. 

Mr. Yanes. Raul Yanes, Mr. Nides’ attorney. 

Mr. Chipman. Dana Chipman with the committee staff. 

( 1 ) 
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Ms. Betz. Thank you. I want to discuss a few process details that 
will guide our discussion today. Generally, the way that the ques- 
tioning has worked, a memher from the majority will ask questions 
first for up to an hour. And then the minority will have an oppor- 
tunity to ask questions for an equal period of time if they choose. 
Questions may be asked only by a member of the committee or des- 
ignated staff. 

It has been our practice to alternate back and forth, 1 hour per 
side, until we are out of questions and the interview is over, but 
in some cases, we deviated from this practice. Unlike testimony or 
a deposition in Federal Court, the committee format is not bound 
by the rules of evidence. The witness or their counsel may raise ob- 
jections for privilege, subject to review by the chairman of the com- 
mittee. If these objections cannot be resolved in the interview, the 
witness can be required return for a deposition or hearing. 

Members and staff of the committee, however, are not permitted 
to raise objections when the other side is asking questions. This 
has not been an issue we encountered in the past, but I wanted to 
make sure that you are clear on the process. 

This session will start as unclassified. If any question calls for 
a classified answer, please let us know, and we will reserve its an- 
swer until we move into a classified setting, and we will move 
downstairs if necessary to a classified setting. 

As I said earlier, we want to make this process as easy as pos- 
sible for you. You are welcome to confer with counsel at any time 
throughout the interview. If something needs to be clarified, just 
ask us, and we will try to clarify it for you. If you need to discuss 
anything with your counsel, we will go off the record, and stop the 
clock to provide you with this opportunity. We would like to take 
a break whenever it is convenient for you. This can be after every 
hour of questioning, after a couple of rounds, whatever you prefer. 
During a round of questioning, if you need anything, a glass of 
water, use of the facilities, time to confer, you know, just please let 
us know, and we will go off the record and stop the clock. Like I 
said, we want to make this as easy as possible. 

As you can see we have an official reporter that is taking down 
everything you say to make a written record, so we ask that you 
give verbal responses, yes or no, as opposed to nods of the head. 
I’m going to ask the reporter to please feel free to jump in if you 
do respond nonverbally so that we can clarify your answer. Do you 
understand this? 

Mr. Nides. I do. 

Ms. Betz. Also, we should both try not to talk over each other, 
so it is easier to get a clear record. I’m guilty of that. So we want 
you to answer our questions in the most complete and truthful 
manner possible, so we will take our time and repeat or clarify our 
questions if necessary. If you have any question, or if you do not 
understand any of our questions, please let us know. We will be 
happy to clarify or repeat our questions. 

If you honestly don’t know an answer to a question, or do not re- 
member, it is best not to guess. Just please give us your best recol- 
lection, and if there are things you do not know or can’t remember, 
just say so. And please inform us who, to the best of your recollec- 
tion, may be able to provide a more complete answer. 
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You are required to answer questions from Congress truthfully. 

Do you understand this? 

Mr. Nides. I do. 

Ms. Betz. This also applies to questions posed hy congressional 
staff in an interview. Do you understand this? 

Mr. Nides. I do. 

Ms. Betz. Witnesses that knowingly provide false testimony 
could he subject to criminal prosecution for perjury or making false 
statements. Do you understand this? 

Mr. Nides. I do. 

Ms. Betz. Is there any reason you are unable to provide truthful 
answer to today’s questions? 

Mr. Nides. No. 

Ms. Betz. That’s the end of my preamble. I will ask the minority 
if they would like to add anything. 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. No. Thank you for coming. 

Ms. Betz. So the time is now 10:13, and we will start with our 
questions. 


EXAMINATION BY MS. BETZ 

Q: Mr. Nides, is that what you prefer? 

A: No, Tom is — Tom, I would prefer. 

Q: That is very formal. Your position at the State Department, 
Deputy Secretary for Management, is a relatively or was a rel- 
atively new position. The Secretary talked a little bit about the po- 
sition earlier this fall when she testified before the committee. So 
I just wanted to get a sense from you what the reporting structure 
was, vis-a-vis your position, the Under Secretary for Management, 
and how the decisionmaking worked. What was in your purview? 
What was in the Under Secretary’s purview? 

A: Well, first, thank you for having me. I think, as you probably 
know, that the job — I was only the second occupant of the job. Jack 
Lew was the first; I was the second. So it is a work in progress, 
as I like to say. As you know, I think it was Hal Rogers who actu- 
ally come up with the idea of a second deputy. It wasn’t until Hil- 
lary Clinton determined to actually fill the job and called Paul, de- 
bated it, and then ultimately decided not to. And I think Secretary 
Clinton was the first one to actually fill the job. 

The job was, obviously, new. It is going to take many years, I 
think, for — to get clear about what — who is responsible for what, 
and the structure the State Department needs to, obviously, shake 
out as it relates to that. 

But as I — my primary responsibility as the Deputy Secretary for 
Management and Resources was really focusing principally on the 
resource side of it. I was the point person on the budget for the 
State Department. I managed — not only managed the State De- 
partment budget, but I was the chief advocate for the budget up 
on the Hill. I spent an enormous amount of time on areas that 
were focused on large sums of money or people. I spent an enor- 
mous amount of time in Afghanistan, in Pakistan, and Iraq be- 
cause those were the three areas where we were spending huge 
amounts of resources. We had the structure. I obviously reported 
to Secretary Clinton. 
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The Under Secretary for Management reported to me. Although, 
to be honest, it was a work in progress. I think it still is a work 
in progress, because when you look at a work chart, although he 
is under the Deputy Secretary, the exact solid lines, or dotted lines, 
were somewhat vague. But that job, his job had been around for 
50 years, so many of the actual functions reported directly to that 
individual and, obviously, he reported to me. 

Q: So it was — would you say a case-by-case sort of situation as 
to the decisions that you made versus the decisions that he made? 

A: Yeah, I would be — I would probably clarify to say that he 
would make, you know, he is a 30-year veteran of the State Depart- 
ment, so, I never second-guessed, in many cases, the expertise of 
someone who had been around for that many years, especially as 
related to security, or building operations, or technology, having 
been there as long as he had been. 

But I think where I would get involved is if there was a conflict, 
if there was a decision that couldn’t get made, or there was a ques- 
tion of conflicting disagreements among the careerists. But I was 
very focused, as Secretary Clinton was, to make sure that the ca- 
reer people, the people who were the professionals who were mak- 
ing the decisions, and ultimately we were, you know, responsible 
to — would come up to us only as those decisions were actually im- 
plemented or close to being implemented. 

Q: Would there ever been a time where you would resolve any 
management issues that were going on, sort of within his division? 

A: You know, I think that, you know, again — I, again, as some- 
one who had been there, I had only just gotten there. You know, 
I was, obviously, not a — I was a political appointee and only just 
arrived, and I had been there for 2 years. I would say a great pre- 
ponderance of the decisions that were made were made by the ca- 
reer professionals, and rarely did those decisions ultimately come 
up to me to basically be the judge and jury on the decisions. I 
mean, obviously, I signed off on decisions, on some decisions, but 
many of those decisions were made by the career people who were 
actually on the ground making them. 

Q: Okay. Just taking a step back to the afternoon and night of 
the attack on September 11, how were you first notified? 

A: Well, I just returned from Egypt. I was in Egypt on Monday. 
I think, you know, on the seventh floor, I don’t really — so obviously, 
3 years ago, I don’t recall exactly the chain of events. I’m pre- 
suming that either the watch ops or the ops center may have noti- 
fied us that there was something going on — remember that some- 
thing first was going on in Egypt 

Q: Right. 

A: [continuing]. Which I had just left and I realized that that had 
just occurred. So that was going on, you know, the Middle East was 
kind of chaotic at this point. There was lots of concerns about this 
video, about all the kind of concerns around that. So we were all 
kind of heightened, somewhat heightened alert vis-a-vis that. But 
I think ultimately I was — I probably was — I was probably notified 
by the ops center. I don’t recall. 

Q: Do you remember what your next step was once you were no- 
tified? Did you talk to the Secretary right away? Did you talk to 
Cheryl Mills, Jake Sullivan? 
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A: You know, I don’t really recall exactly the chain of events. It 
was kind of a bit of a blur. We didn’t know how serious it was. We 
didn’t know the capacity of — we were also still trying to figure out 
what happened in Egypt, because that was protesters who had 
jumped over the fence and we saw how serious that was. 

I think ultimately we got together at some point, midafternoon, 
to try to assess it and try to get, you know, clear information be- 
cause at that point information was coming quite erratically, and 
ops center was the collection of all of that. So I don’t remember the 
chain of events between 3 o’clock, or 4 o’clock, or 5 o’clock, but I 
know we were all communicating. 

Q: Did you reach out to anybody? Did you reach out to your con- 
tacts at the NSC, CIA, DOD that afternoon? 

A: You know, I know there was a flurry of conversations. I just 
can’t remember, you know, who talked to who when. I’m sure there 
is a log from the ops center. 

Q: Uh-huh. 

A: But I know we were all, you know, there’s not that many of 
us on the seventh floor. We were — at this point, we were just try- 
ing to gather information. We didn’t know if this was — something 
was happening in Benghazi, or what was going on in Tripoli. You 
know, there’s a lots in the Middle East — North Africa was a little 
bit inflamed at this point. So I don’t really recall who I actually 
talked to. I’m sure I talked to a lot of people. A lot of people were 
talking to us, and we were just, you know, they use this word, the 
fog of war. I don’t know, I guess some people talk about that. It 
was actually — there’s some truth to that, right, especially when you 
are talking about people’s lives. And I think that was what we 
were basically focused on. 

Q: Did you — were you on the call when the Secretary talked to 
Director Petraeus that afternoon? 

A: No. 

Q: Were you on the call when she talked to President Magarief? 

A: No. 

Q: Did she update, or did anybody update you as to what was 
discussed on those calls? 

A: You know, I don’t recall. I don’t recall. I may have seen the 
readouts, but I don’t recall it. 

Q: Well, later that evening, I believe there was a 7:05, or around 
the 7 o’clock call, conference call that the Secretary convened, I 
think, with some State Department principals. Do you remember 
who was on that call? 

A: All I remember is she was at the State Department, so I was 
physically there. She was there quite late. So if she had a call, I 
don’t know, I must have been on the — I don’t remember, to be hon- 
est with you. 

Q: Uh-huh. 

A: [continuing]. But she was there quite late that night. So I 
don’t know if she went into another room to have another call, but 
I was certainly in the room during most of those activities. 

Q: Was Jake Sullivan on the call? 

A: I don’t — I have no idea who was on the call. I mean, Jake, ob- 
viously — 

Q: Right. 
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A: [continuing]. And Cheryl, and many of those people were all 
on the seventh floor. I don’t know who was in and who was out and 
I don’t know when the call took place, but 

Q: But it was a call or a meeting that sort of prefaced the later 
7:30 SVTC? Correct? 

A: To be honest with you, I just don’t remember. I don’t — you 
know, it was 3 years ago. I know we had dozens of meetings and 
dozens of conference calls, and dozens of trying to find out what 
was going on. So I don’t know the 7 or 7:30, I just don’t know. 

Q: Well, let me ask you this: When you talked, when you con- 
vened and discussed what was going on, did you discuss the status 
of the Ambassador? 

A: Oh, yeah, I mean, I think, well, we didn’t know, unfortunately. 
We didn’t know if he was — unfortunately, we didn’t know if he was 
dead or alive. We were told he was missing. We weren’t sure where 
he was. We didn’t know where the other Americans were. We 
didn’t know the situation on the ground. It was quite confusing. We 
were getting all sorts of information that we couldn’t figure out if 
it was fact or fictional. So those reports continued to come in 
throughout the evening. 

Q: Did you discuss evacuating personnel? 

A: Again, I don’t remember exactly the conversation. I assume — 
remember, there was a very structurally small group of people in 
Benghazi at that point. I think we were really trying to figure out 
the status of the people that were there, and the safety of those in- 
dividuals that were there. And I don’t recall exactly what the 
words were used about getting people in or out. Clearly, they want- 
ed to get people out if they could, at least save their lives. So I 
don’t remember the specific, you know, what was the word, “evac- 
uate.” I think the question was, can we, you know, save these peo- 
ple’s lives. 

Q: Did you discuss the deployment of the FEST? 

A: Not to my knowledge. I know there was conversations could 
we get resources to Benghazi, and those conversations were going 
on. But I don’t recall that particular team. The question was, was 
there resources either in Tripoli or somewhere else we get to help? 
I’m sure those conversations were going on. 

Q: Did you discuss, there must have been some sort of discussion 
on strategy, though, in addition to trying to acquire information as 
to how to identify the whereabouts of the Ambassador? 

A: Well, sure. I mean, the strategy was how, if this consulate or 
temporary facility is under attack, how are we going to save peo- 
ple’s lives? Right? 

Q: Uh-huh. 

A: So certainly, there was — that was first and foremost in every- 
one’s mind. First of all, how serious was it? What was going on? 
We were tiying to get — we couldn’t — the problem was, you k^now, 
sadly, we just didn’t have enough information, right?The commu- 
nication was being done through a cell phone, I think, in Benghazi 
to the office in Tripoli, who were then communicating with us. It 
was very confusing of what was actually happening. 

So I don’t recall exactly — I guess, strategy, strategy was we need- 
ed more information on what was actually going on. Because quite 
frankly, no one knew what was going on until very late. 
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Q: Did the Secretary discuss her conversation with President 
Magarief with you all in terms of obtaining country clearance, or 
just putting him on notice for any types of clearance, that any type 
of potential military deployment of assets would be needed? 

A: To be honest with you, I don’t recall the specific conversations. 
I think we were trying to figure out anything and everything we 
could do to save the lives. If, in fact, what was going on was what 
we are seeing or hearing, that they are under attack. I don’t recall 
who had what conversations and what were asked for and what 
wasn’t asked for. 

Q: So we just — we talked a little bit — ^you just mentioned the 
7:30 White House SVTC. Do you recall being on the SVTC? 

A: I really — I mean, I really don’t. I mean. I’m sure I was on — 
my assumption is I was on most of the calls, but I can’t tell you 
if it was 7:30, or 7:45, or — the calls all were a blur at that point, 
because we were getting called by a lot of people at different points, 
so I have no idea. I’m sure there is a manifest somewhere if I was 
there or not so I assume. I assume if you ask that, I was there, 
but I don’t remember. 

Q: Do you remember talking to DOD Panetta’s chief of staff, Jer- 
emy Bash? 

A: I don’t remember it. I have been told that I did. Or somehow, 
I had seen an email and I guess I did, or he sent me an email, but 
I don’t remember talking to him, but I could have. I don’t know. 

Q: Do you remember any potential conversations, or conversa- 
tions with the CIA on that SVTC? 

A: Again, I just don’t remember. To be honest with you, I don’t 
remember. I assume they were on the call, but I can’t, to be honest 
with you, I can’t tell you what was said or wasn’t said. I can’t re- 
member. 

Q: Was there ongoing conversations with the CIA that night? 

A: I — as I think about it, I assume there was, but I can’t tell you 
when they were. I assume Secretary Clinton reached out to the 
head of the CIA at that point. But I can’t tell you for sure when 
those conversations happened, but, again, I just, you know, it was 
a — it was a pretty distressing few hours, and a lot of calls were 
happening, a lot of meetings were happening, a lot of people were 
trying to figure out what was going on. So I don’t recall the spe- 
cifics of who talked to who when. 

Q: Uh-huh. 

A: But my assumption is there was a lot of conversations going 
on among all the players at the table. 

Q: Did you, in that discussion, talk about what you saw while 
you were in Cairo vis-a-vis the beginning of any potential protests 
or 

A: No, I had taken a business delegation with me. We met with 
the new president and there was no — it was, quite frankly, I left 
before the disruption happened. 

Q: Okay. Do you remember having any later calls with Jake Sul- 
livan or Under Secretary Kennedy later that evening, around 10:00 
o’clock? 

A: You know, I don’t. I mean, I assume we had lots of calls, but 
I don’t remember specific calls of when I had them, but we were 
all, we were all sitting in the Secretary’s conference room, you 
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know, for 9 hours, and eating Indian food or something, and trying 
to figure out what was going on and trying to make sure that we 
were doing the right thing. 

Q: Was the strategy at that point to wait and see what you could 
do or what information you could glean about the Ambassador be- 
fore any sort of additional steps were taken? 

A: No. I think there was — I think we were trying to get — one, 
they were trying to assess the seriousness of the situation in 
Benghazi. I think we then started worrying about the operations 
in Tripoli. 

Q: Uh-huh. 

A: We then started being concerned about the rest of North Afri- 
ca of what these other embassies — I mean, there was concerns 
about what was potentially going to happen in Pakistan. So at that 
point, we were, you know, somewhat concerned about this spread- 
ing very quickly to all parts of the Middle East, and I think that’s 
what we were becoming concerned about. 

So now we were concerned about saving the lives of the guys in 
Benghazi. We were also worried about what was happening in the 
rest of the Middle East. 

Q: So that’s what I’m trying to nail down at what — sort of what 
was the strategy with regard to Benghazi, putting aside what 
was — what potentially happened later in the week with regard to 
other Arab Spring nations? So, do you understand what I’m trying 
to say? 

A: So 

Q: So I understand, you know, that the, sort of that area, that 
region, was sort of in turmoil? 

A: Yeah. 

Q: But at that point, that night, there were, you know, your per- 
sonnel — 

A: Sure. 

Q: [continuing]. On the ground, what was being done to. A, either 
get them out? What was the decisionmaking process at that time 
among the senior staff? 

A: Well, I think principally, we were relying on the Diplomatic 
Security operations to help us figure out what could or couldn’t be 
done. I know there was lots of calls to the militia that had actually 
protected us in the past. 

Q: Uh-huh. 

A: So there was lots of communication trying to get them to go 
to the consulate. Again, I’m using the word consulate. It wasn’t a 
consulate. It was a temporary facility, differentiations that you all 
know now, probably better than most. And so I think there was 
lots of ongoing — I wasn’t a party to that, but I know there were lots 
of conversations. Because again, as you are well aware, we count 
on, because the Vienna Convention, for the host countries to pro- 
tect these facilities. We can only have so many DS agents and fa- 
cilities. We count on the country to help us protect. In this par- 
ticular case, the militia, the local militia had been previously quite 
helpful in protecting our facilities. 

Now, ultimately, what happened. I’m not exactly sure what con- 
versations were taking place, but I know there was some of that. 
I think we were trying to get more information from the Diplomatic 
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Security, whatever feeds we were getting in from them on actually 
what’s happening. So I think it was really a resource gathering, 
and then trying to communicate as much as we could with the gov- 
ernments to try to get as much help as we could. 

Q: Well, let me ask you this:Because the mission wasn’t officially 
notified to the Libyan Government, so technically, those individuals 
on the ground weren’t technically covered under Chief of Mission 
authority? 

A: Yes. 

Q: So they were really in an unprotected status. Would you 
agree? 

A: Well, again, I think the ARB, as you know, looked at those 
issues, and the recommendations were, quite frankly, to think 
about in the future, you know, what decisions get made to actually 
put facilities in those kinds of high-risk areas. And we can obvi- 
ously have a long conversation about how we made those decisions 
to have the facility in Benghazi at that point. But again, so the 
government was somewhat confusing part of our — part of the secu- 
rity was given, in some cases, by the militia that were in the area 
who had protected the embassy directly and indirectly for quite a 
while. But we, obviously, had our Diplomatic Security officials over 
there. 

Q: Were you still at the State Department when the second at- 
tack occurred? 

A: Second attack, I don’t 

Q: The attack on the Annex? 

A: The attack on the Annex? The second, that night? 

Q: The CIA. 

A: That night? 

Q: Yes. 

A: Oh, sure, you mean physically at the State Department? 

Q: Uh-huh. 

A: Yeah, I don’t think I left until 2 or 3 in the morning. I don’t 
remember exactly. Again, I can’t refresh my timelines of when. The 
night was very long. 

Q: Uh-huh. 

A: But I assume I was in the facility at that point, or at the State 
Department at that point. 

Q: Would the ops center have notified you of the second attack, 
or the attack on the Annex? 

A: I assume. I assume. 

Q: At that point, when you were notified of the attack on the 
Annex, did anyone reach out to the CIA? 

Mr. Yanes. He said he doesn’t remember being notified of that, 
and you are assuming that the ops center was — notified people. I 
mean, they may have, but I don’t think he remembers being noti- 
fied of that. 

Mr. Nides. Again, my assumption is the ops center, because I as- 
sume there’s reports from the op center, so I know I haven’t looked 
at all the reports. The ops center was every half an hour, updating 
things. Right. So I don’t know what I read or what I didn’t read, 
or what I was notified or wasn’t being notified. So, again, I would 
have to rely upon the communication from the ops center. 
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BY MS. BETZ 

Q: The decision to evacuate all of the personnel from Benghazi, 
is that a decision that the State Department, the Secretary, and 
her senior staff made? 

A: I think my assumption is — again, I would have to, again, it 
is 3 years ago, we would rely upon the security professionals to 
make the decision. Right? So I don’t think Secretary Clinton, nor 
I, nor Bill Burns would make those decisions on our own, because 
ultimately, you have people who really understand security, how to 
get people out, how to move people. 

I’m certainly not qualified to do that, nor do I think Secretary 
Clinton was. So my assumption is, is that we relied upon the peo- 
ple who were part of the Diplomatic Security who protect our men 
and women. They are the ones that would ultimately make that de- 
cision. They would make a recommendation to us, and I would say 
in almost 100 percent of the cases, we would accept their rec- 
ommendation. 

Q: So let me just clarify. Were you — so you were consulted. So 
did the security experts or professionals consult you on a decision 
to evacuate all of the personnel? 

A: I’m sorry, I would love to tell you I remember. I don’t remem- 
ber. It was 2 years ago. Again, I would — traditionally, all of the se- 
curity decisions that were made in any of our embassies are made 
by the professionals within Diplomatic Security. And I would say 
the vast majority of those 

Q: Uh-huh. 

A: [continuing]. Are accepted by. So I assume in this case it was, 
but to be honest with you, I don’t remember the decision tree at 
that point, nor do I remember being part of the actual decision 
about to evacuate folks from Benghazi. 

Q: Do you recall being part of any discussion on any acquisition, 
or any modes of transportation to get out of Benghazi to Tripoli? 

A: I don’t — I don’t remember. I, to be honest with you, I don’t re- 
member. 

Q: So moving along, after the attack, there were a number of dis- 
cussions on the Secretary’s appearance on the Sunday talk shows. 
Were you involved at all in her decision not to appear? 

A: No. 

Q: Were you involved in any of the discussions regarding the 
talking points that Ambassador Rice used to prepare for her ap- 
pearance on the Sunday talk shows? 

A: No. 

Q: Having been in Cairo on that Monday before the attack, you 
had, you know, you had experienced what was going on in Cairo, 
and I think I understand from some of the documents, that you 
had opinions as to the difference between what occurred in 
Benghazi, and what occurred in Cairo. Is that 

A: Well, you know, all I know is what the facts were, which the 
facts on the ground in Egypt I was well aware of because I was 
briefed as soon as I got there. There was basically a nonviolent ac- 
tion. There were some protesters jumping over the fence and grab- 
bing a flag, and they were escorted off the grounds. Obviously, that 
was substantially different than, I think, what was going on in 
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Benghazi. So I think from that perspective, yes, I could at least 
compare those two things. 

Q: Okay, I would like to show you a document. And it’s number 
2 in your tab. 

[Nides Exhibit No. 1 was marked for identification.] 

Ms. Betz. And we will give the witness an opportunity to look 
at the document. It is State Department document C05562242, pro- 
duced to that House Select Committee on Benghazi. And while the 
witness is not identified as a sender or a recipient, he is referenced 
in the email. 


BY MS. BETZ 

Q: Okay. Have you had a chance to look at the document? 

A: Sure. 

Q: Who is Prem Kumar? 

A: He worked at the White House. He was the, I think he must 
have been the desk officer at the White House, I think. I don’t 
know what he — he moved around a lot. I think he just left, actu- 
ally, just recently. 

Q: Okay, and who was * * *? 

A: He worked for me. He was one of my assistants at the State 
Department. 

Q: And the prefacing email says, “* * *^ * * *^ I believe your 
boss is going to speak with the new Egyptian Ambassador,” or 
“Amb today, re: Security of Embassy Cairo. Could I get a readout 
from you when that’s happened. ” 

So then * * * responds, “Prem, Nides said he understood the dif- 
ference between the targeted attack in Libya and the way the pro- 
test escalated in Egypt, but pushed the Egyptian Ambassador on 
ensuring security, particularly with protests likely on Eriday. Nides 
also noted” — this is, I believe, a mistake, “our request to get 10 
visas processed today for extra diplomatic security agents out to- 
night. The Ambassador said he would expedite. ” 

Does the first sentence reflect your discussion with the Egyptian 
Ambassador? 

A: Again, it’s 3 years ago. I don’t — I guess, if he had written it, 
I assume he was in the meeting with me. It’s his recollection of a 
meeting. I’m not sure it was totally my recollection, but I don’t 
have any objections to what was written. 

Q: Okay. Thanks. So taking a sort of giant step back and looking 
into 2011, and I want to talk a little bit about the then-envoy’s — 
Envoy Stevens’ mission into Benghazi 

A: Uh-huh. 

Q: [continuing]. And the decision to both ask him and send him 
in. Were you involved in the decision to ask Ambassador Stevens 
to go into Benghazi? 

A: No. 

Q: Was the NSC involved in that decision? 

Mr. Yanes. The National Security Council, NSC? 

Ms. Betz. Correct. 

Mr. Nides. I have no — I don’t know. My assumption is I assume 
there was some conversation, but I have no idea. 
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BY MS. BETZ 

Q: Was there a request to send him a State Department decision 
alone, or request? 

A: Again, I don’t know. 

Q: I was going to show you another document. This would he tah 
4, I believe. 

A: Tab 4? 

Q: Tab 4. 

Ms. Betz. Can we go off the record for a second? 

[Discussion off the record.] 

[Nides Exhibit No. 2 was marked for identification.] 

BY MS. BETZ 

Q: We will go back on the record. For purposes of identifying the 
document, it is STATE-SCB0075262. It is from a * * * to you 
dated Thursday March 24, 2011. 

A: Got it. 

Q: Just directing your attention to the last sentence, or last sort 
of bullet. It says, “We continue to look at options for moving Chris 
Steven into Libya. The pressure is on for this to happen soon. ” 

A: Uh-huh. 

Q: Do you know where that pressure was coming from? 

A: I don’t. I mean, my working assumption is is that the NEA 
or the career people, the Ambassador on the ground, really wanted 
more support. I mean, more embassy officials, and wanted to Chris 
to come. So I assume that’s what she — and she was my staffer who 
kind of was the officer in charge of this reporting to me on this par- 
ticular topic. She was in charge of the decisionmaking. She was in 
charge of reporting the conversation, so I was kept informed. 

Q: Uh-huh. 

A: So my assumption is that was a reflection of the career people 
asking for Chris to come. But, again, I wasn’t in the meeting. I 
don’t recall exactly when it was. 

Mr. Yanes. So you are not sure and the document doesn’t say. 

Mr. Nides. Yeah, that’s correct. 

BY MS. BETZ 

Q: Well, I’m just curious. Other documents suggest that the NSC, 
NSS was pushing. I didn’t know if you had 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. I think that is a mischaracterization of 
what other documents say, but if you have other documents, I 
think 

Ms. Betz. Well, I do, and those are in the safe. So but just move 
along 


BY MS. BETZ 

Q: So there weren’t any other discussions at the senior or prin- 
cipal level about sending the Envoy, pressure to send Envoy Ste- 
vens in, to your recollection? 

A: Not to my recollection. No. 

Q: One of the reasons we were very interested in speaking with 
you was the detail that your staffer had with regard to the mission 
logistics. 
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A: Uh-huh. 

Q: * * * was a very descriptive and detailed emailer, and prob- 
ably more so than anybody in the State Department, at least from 
the documents that we have reviewed. Is there a reason why the 
emails were so descriptive? Did you have a reason to have 

A: She is just really good. 

Mr. Yanes. I’m sorry, which emails? 

BY MS. BETZ 

Q: Well, there are a number of emails. I’m just saying generally. 

A: I don’t know which emails you are speaking of, but, you know, 
she is a talented career Foreign Service officer. 

Q: Yeah. Were the email updates from her the only updates on 
the Envoy’s mission that you received? 

A: I can’t remember. I don’t, you know, again, it’s 3 years ago. 
I’m not exactly sure what I received or what I didn’t receive. 

Q: Well, were you briefed in person, daily, on the 

Mr. Yanes. Again, on what? I’m sorry, about what? 

Ms. Betz [continuing]. On the Envoy’s mission into Benghazi? 

Mr. Nides. Yeah, again, I don’t recall how often I was briefed. 
We had, obviously, 270 missions around the world. I don’t — ^you 
know, again, I can’t tell you if I was briefed, you know, every other 
week, every month. But most of my stuff that I was receiving was 
received in written form. 


BY MS. BETZ 

Q: Do you — so you don’t recall getting an early -morning briefing 
from those on the ground, from then-Envoy Stevens on the ground? 

A: I don’t. 

Q: What decisions, vis-a-vis the Envoy’s mission did you make 
versus Under Secretary Kennedy Did you make staffing decisions? 

A: No. Ultimately, again, the practice has been to let the profes- 
sionals make recommendations to the seventh floor. 

Q: Uh-huh. 

A: And I would say, in most cases, that’s what we did. 

Q: How was the mission funded? 

A: I — I have no idea. I mean, I assume it was funded through 
our normal process, right, our normal funds. But I don’t know if 
there was a specific — I assume it is through normal funds that we 
had available, but I don’t recall. 

Q: Was there concern when Envoy Stevens went in with regard 
to the no-boots-on-the-ground policy? Was that something that you 
discussed? 

Mr. Yanes. Do you know what that is, the no-boots-on-the- 
ground policy? 

Mr. Nides. I don’t know what you are referring to. 

BY MS. BETZ 

Q: That would be military support. 

A: Yeah, I know what the word means, but I don’t know if you 
are referencing some 

Q: Just the DOD’s support for Envoy Stevens in going in, in ad- 
dition to the diplomatic security agents that accompanied him. 
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A: Yeah, I wasn’t aware of any — involved in those conversations. 

Q: Was there concern, on the part of the State Department, that 
leaving Benghazi, if security ever got so bad early on, that would 
send a negative message to the TNG? 

A: No. 

Mr. Yanes. By anybody in the State Department? 

Mr. Nides. Not by me. Are you asking for me? 

BY MS. BETZ 

Q: You, or did anybody express concern? 

A: I have no recollection of that. Not by me personally, I don’t 
believe. But I don’t — I have no idea what other people going could 
have expressed views that I was aware of 

Q: Later in the spring, as part of our multilateral effort, I believe 
the United States provided 

Mr. Yanes. This is spring of 2011? 

BY MS. BETZ 

Q: We are still in spring of 2011, yeah. I haven’t deviated from 
that — provided nonlethal assistance to the TNG. Gorrect? Like hu- 
manitarian aid? 

A: Again, I don’t — it’s 3 years ago. If you say it’s the case, then 
I assume it is, I don’t recall exactly. 

Mr. Yanes. Four years ago. 

Mr. Nides. Four years ago. I don’t recall exactly what was given 
and what wasn’t given at that time. 

BY MS. BETZ 

Q: Are you aware of any discussions, or were you involved in any 
discussions vis-a-vis, at some point in 2011, of changing the En- 
voy’s mission to a more permanent presence? 

A: I don’t recall those conversations. 

Q: Were you aware of concerns by Gongress about the mission 
and its resource implication? 

A: Again, I’m sorry to say, I just don’t recall, you know, those 
conversations if they occurred. 

Q: I want to come back to the staffing. 

A: Sure. 

Q: So if you would look at tab 10. And I believe this is exhibit 
3. 

[Nides Exhibit No. 3 was marked for identification.] 

Mr. Desai. This is exhibit 3 for the record. Is that right? 

Ms. Betz. Yes. So for purposes of identifying the document, it is 
STATE-SGB0061065. It is from the witness, to * * * . I will give 
the witness a minute to look at the document. 

Mr. Nides. Yeah. 


BY MS. BETZ 

Q: And I would like to draw your attention to the last bullet 
which says, “The Benghazi Mission is working with NEA on re- 
verse tripwires that must be met before growing the mission. AID/ 
OEDA is interested in sending in more personnel. I reminded NEA 
and USAID that all staffing increases must be approved by depu- 
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ties; Jeffs request for an additional five people is on a hold until 
further notice. ” 

Do you recall this email? 

A: I don’t. But I assume that’s the case. Always happens where 
the career professionals, which Jeff and some of the people you ref- 
erenced here, generally want more personnel on the ground, and 
there’s a tendency for us to push back on those requests, especially 
on the career professionals; not on the security side. That’s decided 
on a different level. But this was basically the desire for them to 
add additional people. And we were constantly pushing back on the 
idea of having more people on the ground than some of the career 
people would have actually liked us to have. 

Q: So ultimately, you were making decisions regarding staffing? 

A: In this particular case, the decisions were coming to us, and, 
ultimately, we were pushing back on this particular decision. 

Q: Uh-huh. 

A: As articulated in this memo. 

Q: Right. Was that the case for a number of the staffing requests 
throughout the Envoy’s mission in 2011? 

A: The only issue that came to us would be issues around perma- 
nent FTEs. I mean, counsel, staff, if, in fact, the request would 
grow beyond what we wanted to do, those questions that couldn’t 
get resolved at the career level, they would be elevated to the dep- 
uty level. But that happened very rarely. I’m, obviously, clearly 
concerned about making sure that the levels of career staff were 
limited at the time. 

Q: Do you know in the email, there is a reference to reverse 
tripwires. Do you know what those reverse trip — first of all, what 
is a reverse tripwire? 

A: I don’t know what she is referring to. 

Q: Okay. So you are not aware of any — if they were ever met? 

A: Again, I don’t know what she is referring to. 

Q: So this email is dated June 13. Moving forward a month 
later 

A: Tab 11? 

Q: No, in the document. The document. 

A: Oh, moving on. Oh, sorry. I was moving forward. 

Q: So that is June 2011. I want to fast forward to June 2011 
when the United States recognized the TNG as the legitimate gov- 
ernment of Libya. Was there concern at this time about formally 
recognizing a presence in Benghazi and that it would somehow un- 
dermine our overall Libya strategy? 

Mr. Yanes. By Tom? 

Ms. Betz. Just a discussion. Again, this is your knowledge any 
discussions that you might have had with the Secretary, or 

Mr. Nides. To be honest with you, I just can’t recall those discus- 
sions. 


BY MS. BETZ 

Q: I’m going to draw your attention to tab 12. And this will be 
Exhibit 4. 

[Nides Exhibit No. 4 was marked for identification. ] 

Mr. Nides. Very small print. 



750 


BY MS. BETZ 

Q: Very small print. And for purposes of identifying the docu- 
ment, it reads, “U.S. Department of State Doc# C05578334.” It’s a 
document — there’s no heading. There’s no identifying information. 
For purposes of just questioning, I want to discuss the first two 
paragraphs and in particular, because your name is referenced 

A: Sure. 

Q: [continuing]. In here. I wanted to ask you about that. 

A: Go ahead. 

Mr. Yanes. Have you read it? 

Mr. Nides. Yeah, I just read it. 

BY MS. BETZ 

Q: The first paragraph, in short, basically says:”The State De- 
partment does not intend to establish,” — and it crosses out “a for- 
mal diplomatic mission” — “consular or diplomatic premise in 
Benghazi at this point. (Tripoli remains the capital of Libya where 
our embassy remains) despite the recent USG decision to recognize 
the TNG as legitimate governing authority in Libya during this in- 
terim process. The United States Government and the TNG have 
both stated their commitment to a unified, free Libya with Tripoli 
as its capital; the establishment of a” — “formal” crossed out — “dip- 
lomatic mission in Benghazi would undermine this commitment 
and send the wrong political message. ’’And it goes on. 

A: Uh-huh. 

Q: Is that a position that was shared throughout the seventh 
floor by you or others? 

A: Again, I don’t recall the discussion. I don’t actually recall — ob- 
viously, I don’t recall the memo, or the — I guess this was in memo 
form, so I don’t recall that. So to be honest with you, I have no idea 
if this was a widely-held view or not widely-held view. I don’t know 
where this went or if we met on it. I just can’t recall. 

Mr. Yanes. Did he get this document? 

Ms. Betz. I don’t know, and I’m conceding that I don’t know for 
purposes of just questioning, his name is mentioned in the docu- 
ment. 

Mr. Yanes. Okay. 

Ms. Betz. So I wasn’t aware if it was shared with you or not. 

Mr. Yanes. Still on the second paragraph, right? 

Ms. Betz. Yes. 


BY MS. BETZ 

Q: Was this position discussed, or the future of the Benghazi 
Mission discussed when Embassy Tripoli reopened, in later in Sep- 
tember? 

A: I’m really sorry. I just don’t remember. I just don’t remember 
the conversations around the staffing. This is 4 years ago. I just 
don’t know if we had conversations or no conversations. 

Q: Did you have any discussion about the resource implications 
of having both Embassy Tripoli and the mission operational? 

A: Not to my — not to my recollection. 

Q: Did you have any discussion about how both of them would 
be funded? 
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A: Again, I just — I can’t remember exactly any conversations re- 
garding this. You know, again, we had conversations about every — 
again, we have 270 missions. So I’m not — I can’t really recall this 
particular discussion on this particular staffing of this particular 
non-consulate. 

Q: Well, let me ask you this: Given that there were 270 sort of 
facilities, how many did we send a special envoy into? 

A: Again, I have no recollection of that. I don’t know. 

Q: How many did we work the U.N. in to establish a no-fly zone? 

A: Again, I can’t venture to say how many. I’m sure there were 
a few, but I just don’t recall. 

Q: So Libya was not unique in those 

A: Libya was always unique, but I can’t tell you that one was 
more unique than the other, depending on what circumstances. I 
was focused a lot on Iraq. I was focused a lot on Pakistan. I was 
focused a lot on Afghanistan. They were quite unique since we had 
tens of thousands of people in each one of those countries. So those 
were, in itself, fairly unique, and I spent a huge amount of my time 
focusing on those individuals. 

Q: Okay. I’m going to show you another document, and this is 
under tab 13. 

[Nides Exhibit No. 5 was marked for identification.] 

BY MS. BETZ 

Q: So for purposes of identifying the document, it is State De- 
partment SCB0074167. It is sent from the witness to * * * . It is 
actually an email conversation, and the underlying email is an ops 
alert. And what I want to focus on is * * * email to you saying: 
“Latest on Libya. Also Paul Grove will be in Benghazi a few days; 
he arrived today.” Who was Paul Grove? 

A: You want to focus on how I told her she should take a day 
off? 

Q: Yeah. 

A: Because I’m a nice guy. 

Q: Some of these things are comical. 

A: Yeah, sure I promise I will 

Q: Who was Paul Grove? 

A: Paul Grove worked on the Appropriations Committee. 

Q: Okay. So were you in contact with him after he returned from 
Benghazi? 

A: I don’t recall. I mean, I talked to Paul Grove a lot. I don’t 
know if I talked to him then or not. 

Q: So did he report back to you after his trip to Benghazi? 

Do you have any recollection? 

A: I’m sorry, I don’t. 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. I’m sorry. I think I just didn’t hear. 

Did you say you worked on the Appropriations Committee in 
Congress? 

Mr. Yanes. That he did; not that Tom did. 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. Paul Grove. 

Mr. Nides. Paul Grove. Yeah, I’m sorry. 

BY MS. BETZ 

Q: Okay. Turning to tab 14, which will be exhibit No. 6. 
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A: We were on 14? 

Q: Tab 14. 

Mr. Yanes. Tab 14. 

Mr. Nides. Same one. 

Mr. Yanes. Don’t worry about it. We were on 13 before. 

Mr. Nides. Same one. Okay. My tabs must be off. Anyway, it 
doesn’t matter. Go ahead. 

Ms. Betz. Are they off? 

Mr. Nides. This is the same email I just had, right? 

Mr. Yanes. No. 

Mr. Nides. Oh, okay. I’m sorry about that. 

[Nides Exhibit No. 6 was marked for identification.] 

BY MS. BETZ 

Q: For identifying purposes, this document is SCB0074157. It is 
an email from the witness to * * * . Again, it’s an email chain. For 
purposes of this discussion, I want to focus on the underlying 
email, which describes an email that was sent out regarding NEA 
posts and a heightened awareness during the 9/11 anniversary. 

And specifically, it identifies the missions in Tripoli and 
Benghazi, and regarding the unique requirements that they have 
for additional security resources and personnel. 

Do you recall receiving this email? 

A: I don’t. 

Q: So you are not aware of any special precautions that were 
taken in 2011 regarding the 9/11 anniversary with either at 
Benghazi 

Mr. Yanes. He didn’t say that, but go ahead. 

Mr. Nides. No, I don’t recall the memo. And I don’t recall those 
conversations, but my working assumption is any time the 9/11 an- 
niversary came around, we were always on heightened alert. 

BY MS. BETZ 

Q: So were you aware of whether an email went out in 2012 that 
was similar to this alert? 

A: I don’t know. I have no idea. 

Q: Are you aware of — fast forwarding again, to December 2011, 
there was the discussion and eventual memo drafted for extending 
the mission. Were you aware of that discussion and/or memo? 

A: I don’t recall. I don’t recall the discussions. 

Q: You don’t recall the discussions. Do you recall the memo? 

A: No. 

Q: No. Okay. So we should turn to tab 16. I mean. Just to help 
your recollection. 

A: No, no, I have no problem with it. Please, that’s fine. 

That’s fine. 

Q: So this will be Exhibit Number 7. Tab 16. 

[Nides Exhibit No. 7 was marked for identification.] 

BY MS. BETZ 

Q: So for purposes of identifying the document, it is an action 
memo for Under Secretary Kennedy, with the number, identifying 
number 201123787. And we will just go off the record. 
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[Discussion off the record.] 

BY MS. BETZ: 

Q: So have you had a chance to read the memo? 

A: Sure. 

Q: And as I said, it is an action memo for Under Secretary Ken- 
nedy. It is from Jeffrey Feltman out of NEA. But if you turn to the 
last page, it was cleared by you, or your staff, * * * . 

A: Uh-huh. 

Q: Do you recall this document? 

A: I don’t. 

Q: So you are not aware whether or not your staff was consulted? 
Were you consulted in the drafting of the memo? 

A: I don’t recall. Looks like she signed off, and so she was con- 
sulted on it. 

Q: Is this a memo that you should have been consulted on, given 
the resource implications? 

A: My working assumption is that if the head of the NEA and 
Kennedy, who was the Under Secretary for Management including 
facilities and security signed off on it, and my staff was a staff per- 
son who was working on it, my assumption is a lot of people in the 
building probably reviewed it and came up with a conclusion. 

Ms. Betz. And I think this memo is a point of contention. I guess 
we’re trying to understand what the point of the memo is. Was it 
intended to legitimize or make the mission official within the State 
Department? 

Mr. Nides. Again 

Mr. Yanes. I don’t know what you can tell from reading this. 

Mr. Nides. I think every time we expanded a facility, either cre- 
ated one or took one offline, there was an action memo that was 
done and people need to approve it. The professionals who ran the 
State Department need to approve it because they had implica- 
tions, including money, security, resources, and I think this would 
be common practice in any facility, not just Libya, but in London 
or anywhere else we have a facility that would have either buying 
a piece of property or adding facilities or adding people, so pretty 
common format for those kind of decisions. 

BY MS. BETZ 

Q: Given, though, the fact that we still had — that we now had 
Embassy Tripoli up and running, and we also now had this pres- 
ence, the continued presence in Benghazi, there would be resource 
implications such that it should have been brought to your atten- 
tion? 

A: No. Again, I think as I just pointed out, the individual who 
manages facilities and the budget implications of this, okay, and 
the career staff of the NEA who has got the political — not political 
like politics, but political understanding, who is a career foreign 
service officer, the combination of that and their staff is who we ul- 
timately would respect for this kind of decision. 

Q: If a bureau clears on it, do they have the responsibility to ful- 
fill what their responsibility identified in the memo? So for exam- 
ple, if DS clears the memo and the memo states that there are five 



754 


special agents to be located at the facility, would they then be obli- 
gated to ensure that those five agents were at the facility? 

A: Again, I don’t know because the context of how these decisions 
get made, my assumption is circumstances on the ground change, 
numbers of people change, the numbers of FTEs and how many se- 
curity are associated with those FTEs change, so I’m not a security 
professional, so I couldn’t really tell you the decision between 5 or 
6 or 7 and how those decisions were made. 

Q: Have you been to Libya? 

A: Have I been 

Q: Do you travel to Libya? 

A: I did. 

Q: When did you go? 

A: I think 2011. I don’t remember — when was I gone? I went to 
Tunisia for 1 day. I don’t recall what day that that was. I did go. 

Q: January 2012? 

A: Is that when I went? 

Q: Yes. 

A: Okay. Thank you. I knew you could jog my memory. Yes, I did 
go. January 2012 is when I went. 

Q: Did you travel to Benghazi? 

A: No, I didn’t go to Benghazi. 

Q: Just stayed in Tripoli? 

A: I hope — no, I don’t think I went to Benghazi. 

Q: Did you have discussions with the Libyan Government regard- 
ing their ability to provide host nation support? 

A: You know, I don’t recall my conversations. My assumption, I 
met with government officials, and I assume that that topic would 
come up because that topic came up in every country I visited, be 
it Afghanistan, Iraq, or Pakistan or any other interesting locations 
I happened to travel with, that could come up. So I assume if I 
were there, I discussed that with them, but I don’t recall the con- 
versations. 

Q: Do you recall discussing the contents of your trip with the 
Secretary or anybody else at the State Department when you re- 
turned? 

A: Common practice would be I would have a conversation or at 
least a memo would go to the Secretary, but I don’t recall if I did 
that and how I did it, but general practice would be to send some- 
thing to her either verbally or by written form, but I don’t know 
if it was done or not. 

Q: Were you concerned after your discussions with the Libyan 
Government about their ability to provide host nation support? 

A: Again, it was almost 3 years ago. I don’t remember how I felt 
about it. Obviously, it wasn’t Paris, so I understand it was not — 
it was a difficult place, but I don’t recall my attitude or my state 
of mind at that point when I came back from the trip. 

Q: Sort of moving along in 2012. Were you notified of the April 
attack on the facility in Benghazi? 

A: On the April attack. I don’t know which attack you’re refer- 
ring to. Is this the 

Q: It would be the first attack on the mission. 

A: Is this before they moved into the facility? 
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Q: This would be in 2012, so they are at the temporary mission 
facility. 

A: I don’t — it could. I don’t recall. You know, if there was an at- 
tack, my assumption is I would be notified, but I don’t recall being 
notified. 

Q: So you did not take any steps — did you contact Under Sec- 
retary Kennedy regarding what steps DS was taking to bolster se- 
curity at the facility? 

Mr. Yanes. When? 

Ms. Betz. April 2012. 

Mr. Nides. Yeah, I’m sorry. I just can’t recall 3 years ago when 
I — again, my assumption is if I was notified that something hap- 
pened, I would probably respond to it, but I don’t recall being noti- 
fied, and I don’t — that constant recall is what I said about being 
notified. 


BY MS. BETZ 

Q: Do you recall being notified of the June attack? 

A: Again, the same answer. I just don’t recall. 

Q: June 2012? 

A: Yeah. I don’t recall, sorry. 

Q: Were you made aware of the attack on the U.K. Ambassador 
later in June 2012? 

A: Again, I’m sorry to say, I just don’t recall. I mean, again, 
someone of that nature of that attack, I assume I was notified 
but 

Ms. Betz. I see that my time has expired, so I will go off the 
record. 

[Discussion off the record. ] 

Mrs. Brooks. Just a couple of questions. Going back on record, 
and I apologize having just walked in and only hearing a very nar- 
row time period. 

Can you tell me what your general recollection is, or actually any 
specific recollection is, about your specific involvement with Libya 
or Benghazi, and Benghazi 

Mr. Nides. Well, I think as has been clear — I went there, obvi- 
ously. I was certainly consulted on staffing, which has been clear 
by the record. Obviously 

Mrs. Brooks. And who would have done that consulting? 

Mr. Nides. I think Under Secretary Kennedy certainly would 
brief me on security matters or facility situations, but the deci- 
sions — obviously, those decisions are made at the under secretary 
level or the security professionals level. 

Mrs. Brooks. Would that have been a one-on-one briefing? 

Mr. Nides. You know. Congresswoman, I don’t recall how — but 
assuming I was briefed individually by groups, we had lots of meet- 
ings, this was obviously a very complicated period of time for us 
leading up to the — during the crisis and prior to that and certainly 
subsequently. As you know, I was heavily involved in the — after 
the attack 

Mrs. Brooks. Right. 

Mr. Nides [continuing]. By being a staff person in charge of the 
ARB implementation, so I was keenly aware of the issues that were 
raised. 
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Mrs. Brooks. But prior to the attack. 

Mr. Nides. Sure. 

Mrs. Brooks. Would your interactions with respect to conversa- 
tions with Patrick Kennedy have heen in tandem with a lot of con- 
versations about a lot of other facilities, or do you recall ever hav- 
ing any specific discussions about Libya or any specific meetings? 

Mr. Nides. You know, again. I’m sorry, unfortunately, it’s been 
3 years ago or 4 years ago, so I don’t recall who was in the meet- 
ings and what conversations. I’m sure I had multiple conversations 
on Libya and multiple conversations about the situation there, but 
I can’t — to be honest, I can’t tell you if they were individual or sole- 
ly about that or it was a group of conversations. 

Mrs. Brooks. Were you interviewed by the ARB? 

Mr. Nides. No. 

Mrs. Brooks. And so is this your first time giving a statement 
on 

Mr. Nides. Well, actually I spent 8-and-a-half hours testifying in 
front of the House and the Senate on this situation when Secretary 
Clinton couldn’t come in December of 2012, and so Bill Burns and 
I testified both in the House and the Senate for a long period of 
time, so I spent a lot of time on the topic. 

Mrs. Brooks. And were you 

Mr. Nides. This is the first time in this — obviously, in this set- 
ting. 

Mrs. Brooks. Okay. And were you asked specific questions dur- 
ing that 8 hours about what your personal involvement was with 
respect to Libya? 

Mr. Nides. I think most of the questions were around what we 
did after the fact. I think the focus of that hearing was about what 
the action items were going to be so this doesn’t happen again, and 
that was what they were focused on. 

Mrs. Brooks. And what was protocol with respect to the timing 
as to when DS or Patrick Kennedy would bring you information 
about attacks? What was the protocol? 

Mr. Nides. You know 

Mrs. Brooks. Whether it was on Libya or any other facility in 
the world. 

Mr. Nides. Well, thank God it didn’t happen very often. 

Mrs. Brooks. Yes. 

Mr. Nides. So I would say 99 percent of the time, this was never 
an issue. This is unfortunately the one time it did happen, but as 
you know, we are very fortunate that this doesn’t happen very 
often at all, thank God. 

So I think any time an attack or something occurred, we’d be no- 
tified through the watch officer or through the ops center. That 
was, I think, the typical way, because it would happen in the mid- 
dle of the night. Even in places like Iraq where there are rockets 
were being launched constantly in our facilities in Iraq for the last, 
you know, for 4 or 5 years. So we were notified continually about 
activity. But yes, if there was an incident, the ops center would 
generally notify all of us that this had happened. 

Mrs. Brooks. And, I don’t know where you are in questioning 
and where you plan to go, but when that would happen and when 
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you would receive that notification, would you receive it by text, 
phone call, how would you receive that information? 

Mr. Nides. I think the standard operating procedure was is that 
the ops center would send out a notification about an incident, and 
we would be notified. 

Mrs. Brooks. By email or by how? 

Mr. Nides. By email, generally, by email. 

Mrs. Brooks. Okay. 

Mr. Nides. By your State Department email you get a commu- 
nication from the ops center. 

Mrs. Brooks. Okay. I’m going to hold. I don’t want to go further 
than what — but thank you. 

Mr. Nides. Oh, you’re welcome. Thank you. 

Ms. Betz. Off the record. 

[Recess.] 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. Let’s go back on the record. 

BY MS. SACHSMAN GROOMS 

Q: Hi. I’ll just reintroduce myself. I am Susanne Sachsman 
Grooms. I work for Representative Cummings. I just want to start 
by going over a couple of things that we went over in the last 
round, and then I think we’ll move on. 

Can I draw your attention back to exhibit 3, and so why don’t 
we use the actual exhibits. That might be a little easier than the 
tabs. 

Mr. Yanes. Is this just one set of everything? 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. Yeah. I’m sorry. Those are the actual 
exhibits. I’m not sure which tab exhibit 3 was 

Mr. Nides. He gave us all the exhibits in this stack. 

Ms. Betz. I gave you all the exhibits. 

Mr. Yanes. Okay. I got it. So which one you start with? 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. Exhibit 3. 

Mr. Nides. This one. 

Mr. Yanes. No. There you go. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. SACHSMAN GROOMS 

Q: And if you will recall, this is an email from * * * staffer to 
you on June 13, 2011. We had discussed in the last round, it says, 
“I reminded” — this is your staffer. “I reminded NEA and USAID 
that all staffing increases must be approved by deputies. Jeffs re- 
quest for an additional 5 people is on hold until further notice.” 

You explained in the last round that was career people and not 
security. I just want a little more clarification on that. So when you 
were talking about your approval on these staffing decisions, this 
was approval for nonsecurity-related personnel? 

A: Correct. 

Q: And were some of the constraints on approving more nonsecu- 
rity-related personnel the issue of the fact that there were not 
enough security personnel and enough beds for those individuals to 
be added? 

A: I don’t recall the rationale for the reason, but everything is 
a derivative of one another. So if you add more heads, meaning 
more nonsecurity people, you by nature have to have more security 
people. So the bigger the footprint, the security professionals will 
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then dictate how many security people needed, vis-a-vis those num- 
bers. 

So we don’t opine on the security, but if you opine on the num- 
bers of professionals, by the nature of the security footprint, is en- 
larged and the number of beds and food and costs also go up as 
a derivative of that. 

Q: And your role would not have been to opine on how much 
would be the appropriate amount of security for that space? 

A: Absolutely not. 

Q: Okay. And you would rely on the diplomatic security profes- 
sionals? 

A: Without question. 

Q: And in your experience with them, which I understand was 
about 2 years of it, did you feel that they had sufficient expertise 
and good judgment? 

A: Absolutely. 

Q: And you trusted them? 

A: True. 

Ms. Betz. Can we just go off? 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. Yes. 

[Discussion off the record.] 

Ms. Betz. All right thank you. 

Mr. Nides. Sure. 


BY MS. SACHSMAN GROOMS 

Q: Great. Thank you. So, I think there were a fair amount of 
questions in the last round about the night of the attacks, and it 
sounds like you don’t have a lot of specific recollection from the 
night of the attacks. Is that a fair statement? 

A: That is correct. 

Q: I think you described it as a fog of war? 

A: That would be a correct assumption or a correct articulation 
of what I said. 

Q: And — but you were at the State Department. You were with 
Secretary Clinton for some portion of that evening? 

A: As long as — all night I was there for most of the evening and 
she was there for most of the evening as well. 

Q: And from your memory, and I understand that you don’t have 
a lot, but can you describe what the feeling and the sentiment was 
in the room, right, was there a sense of urgency? Was there a con- 
cern about the safety of individuals? Was there an attempt to go 
in and rescue them, that kind of a thing? 

A: There was a sense of dramatic concern about the safety of the 
men who were at that facility and a deep sense of concern that we 
could do it — anything we possibly could do to secure their health 
and wellbeing. This was a unbelievably chaotic evening. We were 
trying to get information as quickly as we could. We were trying 
to have calls with varieties of people to determine the situation. 

We had no idea where Ambassador Stevens was. Some reports 
were that he was alive at the hospital, some reports were that he 
was still in the facility, but Secretary Clinton, Secretary Burns, 
myself, Pat Kennedy, the whole 7th floor, we were engulfed in try- 
ing to figure out what we could do to potentially save these individ- 
uals’ lives. 
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Q: And is it fair so say that your lack of specific recollection 
about what you specifically did or what other people specifically did 
doesn’t mean that you weren’t doing anything? 

A: I would said say that’s a very fair characterization. And as 
you know, obviously almost 3-and-a-half 4 years ago but in any cri- 
sis you are trying to, everyone is triage you’re trying to figure out 
how to solve the problem at hand which we’re all doing what we 
can to resolve it. 

Q: I think you had said earlier that you recall that earlier in the 
day there were — ^before the attacks in Benghazi, there were con- 
cerns about the video and the Embassy in Cairo and the protests 
around that. Do you recall that? 

A: Yes. As I mentioned earlier, I was in Cairo on Monday, and 
I had just left Cairo and which at that point the protest broke out 
in Cairo. I don’t know what the time was in Cairo where the pro- 
testers jumped over the fence, and so I was hypersensitive to that 
issue. 

And clearly, we worked, as has been reported, tirelessly for sev- 
eral weeks before the video to try to get this pastor in Florida not 
to release the video because we knew it would inflame. It was a 
depiction of Mohammed. It was obviously quite distasteful, so we 
were trying to make sure that it didn’t get released. Not that we 
were successful in doing that, unfortunately, so we were all 
hypersensitive about the implication of that and September 11. 

Q: And do you recall protests earlier in the day also in Tunisia? 

A: I know there was, but I don’t remember at the time — what I 
was thinking at the time, but I have to say I know that there was. 

Q: And at the time when you were watching the protests in 
Cairo, were you concerned about the fact that the — were you con- 
cerned about the safety of the U.S. personnel there? 

A: In Cairo? 

Q: Uh-huh. 

A: Absolutely. In fact, I called in the Ambassador of Egypt on 
that week, maybe it was Wednesday, to reinforce how concerned we 
were to make sure that they were doing everything they could. As 
again, as you know, under the Vienna Convention, we rely upon 
our host countries to protect our personnel. We don’t have enough 
people on the ground to protect them. We only have a handful of 
Marines in each one of these facilities, so we’re very focused on 
making sure. They understood that we were watching them to 
make sure that they were protecting our people. We were going to 
hold them accountable to protect them. 

Q: And were you concerned that it might spread; that the pro- 
tests might spread throughout the region? 

A: We were very concerned. 

Q: This committee spoke with Ambassador Jeff Feltman, who 
was the assistant secretary of NEA at the time, and he told us 
that — this is the way he described it. He described the entire Mid- 
dle East region during that period when they were protests in 
Cairo, Yemen, Sudan, Tunisia, as being in, quote, “an uproar,” and 
in, quote, “turmoil. ” Would you agree with that characterization? 

A: Yes, I would. 

Q: And why? 
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A: Because it was. You had new democracies or fledging democ- 
racies, and you had huge amounts of anxiety in the social media 
that we were watching. We had protests breaking out throughout 
the Middle East. It was very unstable, and we were very much fo- 
cused on this as being the contagion that would spread throughout 
the Middle East. 

So we had evidence of it, and had anxiety about it, and we were 
doing everything we could to make sure it didn’t happen. 

Q: So is it fair to say that in addition to both a primary concern 
that night on September 11th of evacuating personnel and making 
sure that they were safe and alive, that you and the senior leader- 
ship team were all thinking forward as to how to keep individuals 
and other embassies safe? 

A: Without question. 

Q: And do you recall speciflc actions that you took at that point 
to try and do that? 

A: I recall reaching out, obviously, I mentioned to the Ambas- 
sador of Egypt who came to see me. I spoke to the Pakistanis, I 
spoke to Tunisians. You know, I don’t recall, but I — my assump- 
tion, I spent a lot of time on the phone talking to these govern- 
ments and making sure that they were providing us everything 
they could provide us to make sure that we kept our people safe. 

Q: It’s been alleged by some that Secretary Clinton was checked 
out in the 2011 time period, and at times, that she just didn’t care 
about the safety and security of the personnel in the ground. What 
would be your views on that? 

Mr. Yanes. In 2011? 

BY MS. SACHSMAN GROOMS 

Q: In 2011, 2012. I think the allegation was that from 2011 to 
2012, she had been more engaged in 2011 and less engaged in 
2012, but generally speaking, either to that or to her general en- 
gagement and concern for the safety and security of personnel? 

A: It’s absurd. It’s not the case. And with all due respect to those 
who might have that view, she woke up every day caring about the 
safety of our diplomats. I mean, unfortunately, you know, luckily 
we get it right 99 percent of the time, but I don’t think anyone was 
more concerned and more worried about the safety of our people 
than she was. 

Q: And did she express that the evening of the attacks? 

A: With great passion. 

Q: Do you recall when Secretary Clinton left the State Depart- 
ment on the night of the attacks? 

A: I don’t know exactly what the time was. All I know is it was 
very late in the evening. I know we were all sitting in her con- 
ference room till late in the evening where we actually ordered food 
in. We all sat around and tried to get information going on and off 
the call, so I don’t know what time she actually departed. But it 
didn’t really matter because I think once she left, be it midnight 
or before, she was in constant communication, and she had a se- 
cure phone at her house, and I think she was back at the office 
right away in the morning. 

So, you know, the good news and the bad news about commu- 
nication, it’s constant, so — and she only lives six blocks away or a 
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mile-and-a-half away, whatever it is, very quickly, so she was in 
constant contact. 

Q: So if you had needed to reach her on the night of the attacks, 
you could? 

A: In a moment’s notice. 

Q: What about Patrick Kennedy? Did he ever do or say anything 
that suggested to you that he didn’t care about the safety of the 
Department’s personnel in Libya or Benghazi? 

A: Absolutely not. 


BY MR. DESAI 

Q: Secretary Nides, good morning. I wanted to switch gears just 
slightly here. So I think in the last hour when you were talking to 
my colleagues from the majority in enumerating some of your re- 
sponsibilities and role as deputy secretary for management and re- 
sources, one of things that you said, correct me if I’m wrong, is that 
you were the chief budget advocate for the Department on the Hill. 
Is that right? 

A: That’s correct. 

Q: And I just wanted to unpack that with you a bit more and 
explore that topic and specifically this idea of, you know, con- 
ducting effective diplomacy abroad while still confronting the re- 
ality of budgetary constraints. 

And I know this is a topic that you had been thoughtful about, 
had spoken about, and written about during your time as deputy 
secretary, given some opinion editorials that I’ve come across and 
some remarks that you had delivered. 

The Accountability Review Board, I believe, speaks about this 
issue specifically, and I just wanted to show you a portion of that. 
So I’m going to go ahead and mark this as exhibit 8, I believe we’re 
on. Is that right? 

[Nide Exhibit No. 8 was marked for identification.] 

BY MR. DESAI 

Q: And what I’ve handed you here, Mr. Secretary, is a portion 
of the Accountability Review Board’s final report. There’s no cover 
page because I don’t believe there was one, but I have here about 
the first 3 pages or so of the report, and I want to direct your at- 
tention to page 3 of what I just handed to you and specifically to 
the first paragraph, and I’m going to just read that out loud to you 
and ask that you bear with me as it’s a bit of a lengthy paragraph. 

But it starts off saying, quote, “For many years the State Depart- 
ment has been engaged in a struggle to obtain the resources nec- 
essary to carry out its work with varying degrees of success. This 
has brought about a deep sense of the importance of husbanding 
resources to meet the highest priorities, laudable in the extreme in 
any government department. But it has also had the effect of condi- 
tioning a full State Department managers to favor restricting the 
use of resources as a general orientation. There is no easy way to 
cut through this Gordian knot, all the more so as budgetary aus- 
terity looms large ahead.” 

“At the same time, it is imperative for the State Department be 
mission-driven rather than resource-constrained, particularly when 
being present in increasingly risky areas of the world is integral to 
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U.S. national security. The recommendations in this report attempt 
to grapple with these issues and err on the side of increased atten- 
tion to prioritization and to fuller support for people and facilities 
engaged in working in high risk, high threat areas. The solution re- 
quires a more serious and sustained commitment from Congress to 
support State Department needs, which in total, constitute a small 
percentage both of the full national budget and that spent for na- 
tional security. “One overall conclusion in this report is that Con- 
gress must do its part to meet this challenge and provide necessary 
resources to the State Department to address security risks and 
meet mission imperatives,” end quote. 

Now, this lengthy paragraph makes reference to how the State 
Department’s budget is just a small percentage of the full national 
budget. If you recall, what percentage is the Department’s budget 
in the national budget? 

A: One percent. 

Q: One percent. Is that right?The last sentence of that paragraph 
says, quote, “One overall conclusion in this report is that Congress 
must do its part to meet this challenge and provide necessary re- 
sources to the State Department to address security risks and meet 
mission imperatives,” unquote. 

Do you agree with the ARB’s assertion given this conclusion? 

A: I do. 

Q: And why is that? 

A: As you all know, we have — you know, 1 percent of the na- 
tional budget is spent on diplomacy. That means everything we do, 
270 missions, all of our consulate offices, all of our ambassadors, 
all of our career foreign service officers, everything included, all the 
assistants, okay, 1 percent. That is not a lot of money, right. And 
we have to protect 270 facilities around the world, which is also 
very complicated, and we live in a very dangerous world. 

All those imperatives are coming to us at the right time. I’m very 
conscientious of the constraints we are in financially as a country, 
but I do think that we need to be focused on this, and one of the 
recommendations with the ARB was on the appropriations process, 
the speed in which we can do contracts, a variety of different rec- 
ommendations of the ARB, which I was in charge of implementing 
or beginning those streams to be implemented. 

So I concur with the ARB’s assessment. It’s not all about money, 
just to be clear, but money is very important in this discussion, and 
it’s important for people to understand that. 

Q: Now, prior to joining the Department, I believe it was in 2011, 
you had come from the private sector. Is that right? 

A: I did. 

Q: And you returned to the private sector after your tenure at 
the State Department ended. Is that right? 

A: Yeah, I worked on Capitol Hill for multiple years working for 
the Speaker of the House and the majority whip. I worked in the 
administration as well, and I’ve been in and out of private sector 
multiple times to serve our country. 

Q: So you have pretty exhaustive government experience working 
in the legislative branch as well as working in the private sector, 
so one would assume that that gives you a fairly unique perspec- 
tive on budgetary issues both inside and outside the government. 
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And if you could just briefly describe for us, you know, what impact 
do budgetary cuts, or even budgetary uncertainty have on the De- 
partment’s operation in its ability to conduct efective diplomacy? 

A: Listen, you know, again. I’m also very aware of the con- 
straints that the Confess, both on the Republican side and Demo- 
cratic side, are grappling with with the budget, so I’m not unaware 
or blind to the fact that money is very tight. And we have a lot of 
demands on our money. 

That said, the problems in the world are only getting greater, 
and it can’t be just the military budget. It has to be a diplomatic 
budget as well because, as people have said, you know, it’s a com- 
bination of both to make sure we keep ourselves safe. 

So my concern, obviously, is when there are budget constraints 
and there are going to be always budget constraints, but when the 
budget constraints on occasion may in fact misalign with what our 
missions are, that’s where I get — when I get worried. People are 
pushing us to do more and to do more with less on things on occa- 
sion that that doesn’t always work out as well as we hoped. 

Q: I want to show you another document. Secretary Nides, I’m 
going to enter into the record as exhibit number 9. 

[Nides Exhibit No. 9 was marked for identification.] 

BY MR. DESAI 

Q: And this is a transcript of remarks that you delivered at the 
Center for American Progress on October — excuse me — August 
31st, 2011. The remarks are titled, quote, “A Unified Security 
Budget for the United States,” and just for the purposes of the 
record, this transcript can still be found online at cdn. 
americanprogress.org/wp.content/upload/event/2011/08/image/ 
securitybudgettranscript.pdf 

A: Can’t wait to see it again. 

Q: You’re about to see it right now, yeah. 

Do you recall delivering these remarks at the Center for Amer- 
ican Progress? 

A: I do now. 

Q: And if you recall — I know it’s been a few years now, and we’re 
going to go through some of the specifics here in a second, but just 
before we do that, do you recall what the speech was about and 
why you gave it? 

A: I think it was in the context of our budget and our budget 
submission and the importance of making sure that the State l3e- 
partment is funded appropriately. 

Q: Okay. So we’re going to get into some of the specifics here. If 
I can direct your attention to the third page of the document I just 
handed you, and I’m looking kind of toward the bottom of that 
third page. I know it’s not numbered as such, but the penultimate 
paragraph on that page, the second sentence, you say, quote, “As 
deputy secretary of state, I could be focused on many issues and 
in many places. But few things are as important to me than fight- 
ing for the resources that our diplomats and development experts 
need to enhance our national security and our economic security,” 
end quote. 

And I know you’ve spoken about some of this already, but again, 
why was this so important to write? Why was this, as you called 
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it, you know, few things more important than fighting for the re- 
sources that was needed? 

A: Listen, I spent a huge amount of time in Iraq and Afghanistan 
and Pakistan, and I saw the commitment that the men and women 
at the State Department were doing for our country, and under- 
standing that they played a really important role to keep us secure 
here at home, and you know, and if you just spent some time in 
those countries and spent time around the world and spent time 
with these diplomats, and I don’t care if — you know, your political 
affiliation, you care about these people, and you want them to be 
secure and you want them to have the resources to do their job. 
That’s one piece. 

The second piece, it works, okay. I mean, I don’t think — one of 
the biggest advocates for us was Dave Petraeus, Mike Mullen, you 
know, John Allen, all generals, one admiral, they were the biggest 
proponents of the State Department budget because they under- 
stood you can’t just win these battles on the battlefield, and so hav- 
ing the resources for the State Department to do, you know, rule 
of law, education, programs, that was the key part of what we did, 
and so I was obviously passionate about making sure educating 
people and the American people of the importance of State Depart- 
ment budget. 

Q: Okay. On the next page of the document at the fourth para- 
graph, the first sentence, it says, quote. Secretary Clinton has 
made the case that State and USAID are essential to our national 
security and ought to be considered part of a national security 
budget. 

You’ve alluded to this, but if you can make the connection be- 
tween State’s budget and national security more expressed, be- 
cause I think that’s something that some may not see as obvious 
or inherent, right, that we’re looking at national security in this 
less traditional way. If you could just, again, elaborate further on 
the connection between those two things? 

A: I think it was best said when I was with Dave Petraeus in 
Afghanistan where General Petraeus turned to me and said my job 
is to clear, and your job is to hold, and that is, you know, very 
poignant. You know, the reality is we are partners with the De- 
fense Department, and I think Secretary Clinton, and I assume 
Secretary Kerry and Secretary Clinton had a very strong relation- 
ship with the Defense Department. 

First of all, it was important to have, but we are a partnership. 
You cannot have one with the other, so the passionate connection 
between the two, you know, that’s why there has been very little 
conflict between the State Department and Defense Department 
during the Clinton administration — Clinton term as Secretary of 
State because we know we were intricately involved in the plan- 
ning and the purpose, and so consequently having a strong USAID, 
having a strong development program, critically important to the 
security of the men and women in the country. 

Q: Looking at the next page from the one we just discussed, the 
top half, you go through some of the math surrounding the budget, 
and I would be doing you a great disservice if I try to go through 
that math with you, so I’ll skip it, but 4 paragraphs down, you told 
the audience at CAP, quote, “We know that resources are necessary 
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to advance our national security interests and prosperity around 
the world, and we are at risk of not getting them,” end quote. 

What were you referring to when you say we are at the risk of 
not getting them? 

A: The budget’s getting cut. Again, I understand — it’s not a polit- 
ical comment. I just understand the constraint because, quite 
frankly, some of the biggest advocates for the State Department 
budget were Republicans, so this is not a Democrat versus Repub- 
lican. Money is tight, and that’s a problem. And it wouldn’t be as 
big a problem if the world was getting safer, but as the world is 
getting more dangerous and the monies are being cut, that is what 
I was referring to. 

Q: Okay. And on the previous page, you actually have given the 
audience some numbers. If you can just turn back one page, and 
again, this is the third paragraph. You said, quote, “In the fiscal 
2011 budget, which has now been finished. State and USAID took 
a massive hit, a 13.6 percent cut from what the administration be- 
lieved we needed in 2011.” 

From what you recall, did those cuts actually take place? 

A: I can’t recall what the actual numbers were. I know we — I 
don’t recall. 

Q: And do you recall if the budget was cut in any capacity, 
whether it was 13.6 percent or some larger or smaller figure than 
that? 

A: I think it was cut. What the numbers were, I can’t recall, but 
again, we were operating in a very constrained budget environ- 
ment, so I don’t — ultimately those numbers were taken down in 
some level. 

Q: And would you have described then 2011 as a challenging 
year for the Department with respect to budgetary constraints? 

A: Sure. 

Q: And what impact, from what you can recall, did those cuts 
have, again, on the Department and on the ability of our diplomats 
to conduct its work abroad? 

A: Again, I think if you put it in context, the State Department 
budget was 1 percent of the budget, of the Federal budget. The re- 
ality is, as we all know, we were going through a turmoil, as this 
continued down the Middle East, right, so you are going through, 
you know, chaos in Libya and Tunisia and Egypt, and things were 
happening all over the region, and so the demand — and oh, by the 
way, we are still having tens of thousands of people in Iraq and 
Afghanistan, we had massive conflicts in Pakistan, you know, we 
had, you know, democracy flourishing in some and reversing in oth- 
ers. So the reality is, just getting the numbers requested, even that 
wasn’t going to be sufficient to answer the calls of what they were 
demanding of us. 

So that was the biggest issue. The dollar amounts you could live 
with if the demands weren’t as high as they were, but the demands 
were getting higher and higher and the problems were getting 
more and more difficult, so the resources were a challenge. 

Q: I just want to ask you one last question about these remarks 
that you delivered, and again on the next page, just flip one over, 
you said, quote, “And we need the resources to advance our eco- 
nomic agenda as well,” end quote. 
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And you spoke and articulated the connections between having 
adequate resources and advancing national security. I just wanted 
to ask you that same question with respect to economic interests 
and American economic agendas in moving forward and how we 
can — or how we strengthen and advance economic interests by giv- 
ing the Department the resources it needs so that it can do the 
work that it’s meant to do? 

A: Listen, I champion, I think, on economic State craft, which 
was the use of the State Department to advocate on behalf of U.S. 
companies and advocate on behalf of U.S. jobs. The State Depart- 
ment is uniquely positioned to do that. We have ambassadors and 
staff in every country in the world, some of our biggest training 
partners, and it used to be that Just Made in America was good 
enough. That’s not the case anymore, right. We’re being challenged 
in every sector, in every industry to compete. We need all the tools 
that we can have, including the advocacy of our embassies and our 
diplomatic corps, and there’s no one better, and equipped than peo- 
ple who are on the ground holding the American flag to advocate 
on behalf of U.S. companies and U.S. interests. 

So I think obviously having a robust budget in that particular 
area is important in the economic interest of the U.S. 

Q: If I can switch gears again. So the Secretary convened the Ac- 
countability Review Board shortly after the Benghazi attacks. Is 
that right? 

A: That’s correct. 

Q: And do you recall when she convened the ARB? 

A: I don’t. 

Q: From what we have, it was, I think, less than a month or so 
afterwards, and isn’t it also correct that she entrusted you to over- 
see the ARB’s implementation once the ARB’s report was released, 
I believe, in December of 2012? 

A: That’s correct. 

Q: Okay. So I want to ask you a few questions about that, but 
before we turn to that specifically, I want to ask you just a couple 
of questions about some of these steps the Department took after 
the attack and once the board was convened but before the ARB 
issued its final report in December 2012. 

And I think you had talked about some of these steps during 
your testimony to Congress in December of that year, but if you 
could just speak to, if you recall, some of the steps that you 
oversaw and that you know that the Department took in response 
to the attacks? 

A: The first thing we did is we convened a thing called ISAF, 
which was basically a joint program between the State Department 
and Defense Department to make sure we step back and look at 
all the other potential hotspots that we need to reevaluate in the 
wake of the new normal. 

And this had never happened before, and we got the Secretary 
of Defense and State to authorize it. We sent, I think it was, 17 
teams or 18 teams around the world to evaluate each embassy in 
these defined hotspots, determine if they had appropriate security, 
appropriate facilities, probably as important as anything is, one of 
the elements of the security of our people is the Vienna Conven- 
tion, and the Vienna Convention, as you know, is the convention 
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that requires the host country to provide the security for the facili- 
ties. 

But even if they’re required to, they may not have either the will 
or the capabilities of doing that, and these teams were to assess 
that as well. And we wanted it quickly done within 30 days. So to 
try to pull that off in 30 days is not an easy accomplishment be- 
cause many of our uniformed officers, in getting the permissions 
from host countries to allow U.S. military to come in and evaluate 
is not always easy, but that was really a principal step that we 
took. 

Because as I said earlier — I hate to use the word — the world is 
on fire, okay, and chaos was breaking out, and we had to really de- 
termine at that time how serious this was going to be over the next 
6 months to make sure what just happened in Benghazi never hap- 
pened again. And so that was really the biggest — and we took a lot 
of quick steps, right, but that, I think, was a very important action 
step we took. That was even before the ARB actually presented 
their final findings. 

Q: So one of the steps was that you deployed these interagency 
security assessment teams to these hotspots abroad. Was there 
anything else that you recall that the Department did during this 
time period? 

A: Well, we obviously increased our security in all the countries 
that we had the ability to do. We called for additional Marines 
where we could. We asked the Defense Department to offer addi- 
tional Marines. That is more difficult, I learned, than I thought, be- 
cause you can’t just send Marines into a country because you have 
to have places for them to live, you have to have places to operate. 
I mean, it’s not as simple as just sending, you know, 500 Marines 
to 30 countries. It just doesn’t work that way. You have to get per- 
mission from the host country. 

So we sent Marines. We sent more additional DS staff. We asked 
for additional funds from the Defense Department. There’s a joint 
fund that we operate together to help us in some of the countries. 
So you know, we did — again, to be honest with you, I can’t remem- 
ber all the things I was doing. All I remember is there were 70- 
some recommendations by the ARB, and Secretary Clinton accept- 
ed every single one of the recommendations, and we began imple- 
menting all of those before we left. 

Q: Now, you just, I think, told us that when these ISAF teams 
were deployed, they were deployed in a relatively quick amount of 
time. Is that right? 

A: My recollection is that’s correct. 

Q: And do you recall how quickly they were deployed? 

A: I think within like 48 hours or 72 hours. I mean, we were — 
by the way, it was very hard to pull off. You had to identify the 
people. You got to get them plane tickets and private — I mean, 
it’s — you know, it’s complicated. You just can’t send, you know, 15 
people into a country and have these people. Marines or Army, 
Navy, and State Department officials start interviewing govern- 
ment officials in host countries. They don’t particularly like that 
very much, and so, you know, it was complicated, and most of the 
countries we were going to but in nature of where we’re — they 
weren’t necessarily vacation hotspots. I mean, they were really 
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complicated places to go. So we really felt that we needed to quick- 
ly assess how serious an issue we were dealing with. 

Q: So this reflects the priority and the importance that the De- 
partment and top leadership at that time had placed on ensuring 
that and making these assessments on our posts abroad in these 
hotspots. Is that right? 

A: Sure. And just to be clear, you know, it was a self-reflection 
moment, too. So I mean, all the reports did not come back rosy to 
say we did everything right, right. There were plenty of reports 
that came back that the security needed to be improved here, or 
you know, windows didn’t have the right bars on it or it wasn’t the 
right fire equipment. I mean, they went down to the nitty-gritty of 
what needed to be done, and when you do that, it’s kind of a self- 
assessment, you know. 

You don’t always like what comes back in a self-assessment, but 
no one told us to do that. That wasn’t the recommendation of the 
ARB. That was Secretary Clinton demanding we do that and get 
on top of it before another problem happened, so again, we weren’t 
responding to some inquiry or someone saying go do it. We did it 
on our own, and quite frankly, we didn’t know what we’d get back, 
and there were plenty of things that needed to be resolved. 

And then we had a checklist, we had a whole team of people who 
then went down the checklist and made sure that every one of 
those facilities that had things that needed to be done were actu- 
ally done. 

Q: Right. And just to be clear, this all happened before the ARB 
issued its report. This is days after the attack. Is that right? 

A: This was done very quickly. I can’t tell you exactly every date, 
but this was taken on with the most important speed and effi- 
ciency. 

Q: And even with the sense of self-assessment and this level of 
granularity that you just described, there also seems to be a sense 
of urgency, if I’m hearing you correctly. Is that right? 

A: Urgency was the word of the day. 

BY MS. SACHSMAN GROOMS 

Q: Do you remember any specific conversations with the Sec- 
retary about this, about sending out the ISAF teams? 

A: Well, she approved it, so she was involved in the discussion 
of it. She also understood that what would come back wasn’t going 
to be, hey, you guys are doing everything great, okay. So she was 
well aware this self-assessment is a self-assessment. So yes, I don’t 
recall specific meetings and what conversations I had with her, but 
she certainly was aware that we were doing this because it had to 
be jointly agreed by the Secretary of Defense and the Secretary of 
State, which never has occurred before. I mean, this was not — it 
wasn’t like press a button and these teams get arranged. They’ve 
never done this before, so it was a relatively new kind of program. 

Q: And you spoke to one of the specific things that the ISAF 
teams were doing, which was not only determining whether there 
was a will in the host country to protect Americans but whether 
they had the capacity to do it. Is that right? 

A: That’s correct. 
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Q: And that, ultimately, was really the problem in Libya, right, 
in Benghazi. It wasn’t a problem of the will of the host country but 
in fact a problem of the implementation and the ability. Is that sort 
of accurate? 

A: That’s correct. 

Q: And so is that why that piece of the ISAF was sort of the 
focus? 

A: Yeah. I mean, again, as I said, I mean, there is — they’re 
bound by the Vienna Convention. That’s great. However, that 
doesn’t always translate into making sure that our people are se- 
cure. 

Q: And I think in the last round you got asked a number of ques- 
tions around the specificity of the recognition and chief of mission 
recognition in Benghazi, and I think that’s probably something that 
only experienced State Department lawyers truly understand. 

I don’t recall whether you were actually able to speak to it, but 
let me just bring you back to one of those documents for a quick 
minute. It was exhibit 4? 

A: Yeah. 

Q: And so this is the document that was entitled, “Benghazi 
Staffing Plans.” I think in the last round you said you didn’t recall 
if you had seen it. It appears to be a draft document. Is that right? 

A: Again, I don’t know if it was a draft document. I did not see 
it, that’s correct. I mean. I’m not aware that I saw it. Let’s put it 
that way. 

Q: And in this particular document was — the discussion was 
around, in the last round, staff in Benghazi — quote, “Staff in 
Benghazi would remain without privileges and immunities under 
the Vienna Convention on diplomatic relations, except for those al- 
ready accredited to Embassy in Tripoli. We should consider receiv- 
ing unilateral assurances from the TNC on privileges and immuni- 
ties.” 

This document appears to have been from before the TNC was 
officially recognized. At some point, the TNC was the — ^became the 
officially recognized government. Is that correct? 

A: Yes. 

Q: And so initially when the Special Envoy went into Libya, as 
I understand it, the TNC wasn’t the officially recognized govern- 
ment, and he was in Benghazi a little bit under the radar, to some 
extent, and then at some point the TNC did become the formally 
recognized government, and then at a later point there was actu- 
ally a democratic election. Is that accurate? 

A: I believe so, yeah. 

Q: In the summer of 2012? 

A: I believe so. 

Q: And I think that there was some misunderstanding perhaps 
in the previous round about whether the individuals in Benghazi 
were in fact under a chief of mission authority. 

As I understand it, the individuals in Benghazi were under the 
chief of mission authority from the embassy in Tripoli and that all 
individuals in the country, even if there isn’t an officially recog- 
nized embassy in a particular area, remain under the chief of mis- 
sion authority of that — of that country. Do you have any knowledge 
on this area? 
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A: I would let the lawyers determine that, unfortunately. 

Q: But again, the problem specifically in Benghazi on the night 
of the attacks was not a refusal from the host government to come 
and save our individuals. It was a matter of an inability. Is that 
accurate? 

A: I think that’s a good characterization. 

BY MR. DESAI 

Q: So Secretary Nides, if I can just refocus your attention back 
to the ARB and the Accountability Review Board’s work. And the 
ARB interviewed approximately 100 witnesses to review docu- 
ments, and they issued their report roughly 2 months after Sec- 
retary Clinton convened the board, and that report was issued 
sometime in December 2012. 

And there have been allegations surrounding the ARB that I just 
want to quickly address with you before I ask the rest of my ques- 
tions. And those allegations focus or allege, rather, that the ARB’s 
investigation, and in particular, the co-chairs. Ambassador Pick- 
ering and Admiral Michael Mullen, that their work was not suffi- 
ciently independent and was not sufficiently objective. 

And I just want to ask you that, in your experience at the time, 
do you agree with these allegations or think they have any merit? 

A: I do not. 

Q: And why is that? What was your assessment of their work? 

A: Well, first of all, the two individuals you just spoke about are, 
in my view, true patriots and have phenomenal reputations. 

Second, they did a very thoughtful and thorough review, among 
with other members of the committee, not just them, but most im- 
portantly, we accepted every one of the recommendations, okay. 
And some of those recommendations were pretty aggressive. So 
these were not — so this was, you know, 29 individual recommenda- 
tions, and we accepted all of them without debate. 

And so consequently, they had total carte blanche to do and rec- 
ommend anything they wanted to, and given what we did, we basi- 
cally accepted those. 

Q: You described Ambassador Pickering and Admiral Mullen as 
patriots. Both of these gentleman worked for Republican presidents 
prior to their service on the Accountability Review Board. Is that 
correct? 

A: I think that is correct. 

Q: And are you aware of an instance in which their work was 
unduly influenced or that the integrity of their investigation was 
in any way compromised? 

A: None. 

Q: Okay. Moving on, I think you confirmed for me just a few 
minutes ago that once the ARB was convened. Secretary Clinton 
tasked you with overseeing the implementation of the ARB’s rec- 
ommendation. Is that correct? 

A: That’s correct. 

Q: Or rather, once the ARB issued its report in December 2012, 
why were you specifically chosen for that particular task, Mr. Sec- 
retary? 

A: Good question. Because obviously, I had management experi- 
ence, I was the deputy secretary of management, but I also had 
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come from the private sector. I knew how to drive a process to get 
things done, and I was given tasks in which to do it. 

Q: And did Secretary Clinton give you any directions when she 
gave you these tasks with respect to the objective, the purpose, con- 
veying a certain amount of urgency with respect to the importance 
of this? 

A: Yeah. She said, “Get it done and get it done quickly.” 

Q: And in your view, did the Secretary move expeditiously to im- 
plement the ARB’s recommendation? You just mentioned that she 
accepted all the recommendations that they made, which was 
something like 29 specific recommendations, so in your view, did 
she move expeditiously to implement them once they were accept- 
ed? 

A: She did. 

Q: Were you aware, Mr. Secretary, that in September of 2013 — 
and I recognize that this is after you left the Department, if I’m 
not mistaken. I think your tenure ended in February of that year, 
if I’m not mistaken. But in September of 2013, the Department’s 
Office of Inspector General actually conducted an assessment of the 
ARB process generally, and what that process entailed was doing 
a review of the 12 or so ARBs that had taken place from the, you 
know, east Africa bombings in 1998, all the way through the 
Benghazi — the Benghazi ARB from December of 2012. Were you 
aware that the IG did that? 

A: I was not. 

Q: And just as an initial matter, to be clear, the inspector gen- 
eral of the Department is an independent nonpolitical entity. Is 
that right? 

A: It’s supposed to be, yes. 

Q: And what function does the IG — the IG supposed to have? 

A: Supposed to be an independent investigative arm that has no 
political affiliation and is totally independent. 

Mr. Desai. So what I want to do at this time, is just 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. And I know you have a sense of humor, 
but just for the record, the IG, you are not making an allegation 
that the IG is not independent of the State Department? 

Mr. Nides. What did I say? 

Mr. Desai. You said it is supposed to be. 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. It is supposed to be. 

Mr. Nides. Oh, of course, it is totally independent. 

Mr. Desai. And you have no instincts 

Mr. Nides. No, absolutely none. That was 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. Yeah, I just didn’t want it to sound odd 
later. 

Mr. Nides. Please, please. No, no, it is totally independent. 

BY MR. DESAI 

Q: At this time. I’m going to show you a portion of the IG’s report 
which is titled the Special Review of the Accountability Review 
Board Process. I’m going to mark this for the record as Exhibit 10. 

[Nides Exhibit No. 10 was marked for identification.] 



772 


BY MR. DESAI 

Q: So what we have here is the cover sheet of the State IG’s re- 
port titled Special Review of the Accountability Review Board Proc- 
ess. It is dated September 2013. I have the cover page and I have 
a couple of additional pages attached to it, maybe two or three 
pages that I wanted to go over with you. 

And if I can direct your attention to the first page, page 1. The 
first bullet under “Key Judgments.” And this is just something that 
we discussed a few minutes ago with respect to the independence 
of the ARB. And the IG under its Key Judgments, its very first Key 
Judgment it says, quote, “The Accountability Review Board process 
operates as intended — independently and without bias to identify 
vulnerabilities in The Department of State’s security programs,” 
end quote. 

And I think what you just told me a few minutes ago is that this 
finding is, in fact, consistent with your experience with the ARB 
with respect to its independence and its integrity, is that right? 

A: Yes, it is. 

Q: If I can direct your attention to the next page, and this is page 
19, and under “Department Action,” the inspector general noted, 
quote, “The Department’s handling of the Benghazi ARB rec- 
ommendations represents a significant departure from the previous 
norm in that Secretary Clinton took charge directly of oversight for 
the implementation process,” end quote. 

Is the IG’s assertion here also consistent with your experience 
overseeing the ARB implementation team? 

A: It is. 

Q: Now, you had mentioned that the ARB had made 29 rec- 
ommendations; the Secretary accepted all of them. With respect to 
its actual implementation, the mechanics of it, if you can just brief- 
ly walk me through how that happened? How did the ARB imple- 
mentation team go about implementing those 29 recommendations? 

A: You know, we did it like you would do any major project. You 
have individual tasks assigned by the individual people. You have 
people accountable for milestones. You set up clear guidelines of 
what you wanted to accomplish. And you constantly held people ac- 
countable for what they said they were going to accomplish. 

It is not more complicated than that, but it’s obviously, execution 
is the key, and obviously, holding people accountable, having some- 
one at my level meeting with them weekly, and in many cases 
daily to make sure that things got done, that’s how you drive a 
process. 

Q: And when you say someone at your level, you mean someone 
at the highest level, the higher echelons of the Department. Is that 
right? 

A: I would. 

Q: And do you think it made a difference that someone at your 
level and others who were in the leadership, including Secretary 
Clinton, took such an active role with respect to the ARB’s imple- 
mentation to make sure that it was implemented effectively? Do 
you think that made a difference? 

A: Absolutely. 
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Q: If I can redirect your attention back to the document I just 
gave you, and the very last page, which I believe it’s page 20 , the 
second paragraph of that document, it says, quote, “High-level lead- 
ership has been critical in driving and sustaining implementation 
of the Benghazi ARB recommendations and this approach estab- 
lishes a model for how the Department should handle future ARB 
recommendations,” end quote. So you would agree with what the 
inspector general has said here. Is that right? 

A: I would. 

Q: How would you characterize the rate of implementation and 
the speed at which these recommendations were implemented dur- 
ing the time you were overseeing the implementation team? 

A: Oh, rapid, and probably at warp speed for the government. 

Q: And what do you attribute that to, just to be clear? 

A: Attention from the top. 

Q: Okay. 

A: And I should say that the commitment among the career For- 
eign Service officers to get it right. So as much as we were implor- 
ing it to get done, the career people at the Department desperately 
wanted to make sure this never happens again. And they were cer- 
tainly willing to participate and make sure it didn’t happen again. 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. I think we are almost out of time. 

Mr. Desai. Yeah, we are just wrapping up. Thank you so much. 
We will go off the record. 

[Recess.] 


BY MS. BETZ 

Q: So we will go back on the record. The time is 12:31, and we 
will continue with our next hour. Thank you for your patience. 

A: Please. 

Q: So I wanted to follow up on some questions that our col- 
leagues had the last hour and going back to the night of the attack. 
And you had described a situation where you were engulfed in 
identifying or trying to identify what you could do to help the situa- 
tion in Benghazi. What were some of the specifics that were being 
discussed during that time? 

A: Well, as I said earlier, I don’t recall specific conversations, just 
the atmospherics of what was going on, obviously. We were trying 
to determine where Ambassador Stevens was; how many Ameri- 
cans were potentially hurt; what we could do to potentially help 
them. So I think we were focused on the current situation, also, 
what was happening at our Embassy as well in Libya. 

So it’s hard for me to articulate specific conversations, but there 
was an atmosphere of, we need to save these people’s lives. We also 
need to understand potentially what other threats are out there, 
and what we are going to do about them. So I think there was, 
again, generically my — again, 3-plus years ago, not to use the term 
I have been using a lot, but the fog of war, but I can’t really tell 
you specifically, I said this, and they said that in response, but 
there was a general sense of let’s resolve the issue as best we can. 

Q: I want to go back to the discussion about the FEST. We had 
mentioned the FEST in our first hour, and that is a State Depart- 
ment tool that is often recommended by the counterterrorism de- 
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partment. And it’s my understanding that it can be deployed with- 
in 4 hours of a deputy’s committee approval. 

Why wasn’t the FEST considered? 

A: I don’t recall. I mean, first of all, I wasn’t — I can’t recall, was 
I a party to the discussion, so I can’t say it wasn’t deployed, or it 
was deployed, or why it wasn’t deployed because I wasn’t — I don’t 
recall those conversations. 

Q: Do you recall conversations in terms of saving people’s lives 
deploying any type of military asset? 

A: I know there was conversations that were going on in an at- 
tempt to try to make sure that we get any resource we possibly 
could get in to save lives. Specifically what those conversations 
were, and who they were with, I can’t recall, but there certainly 
was a view, is there any way we can get people there to help, in- 
cluding the local militia which really was the focus of people be- 
cause those are the people that were blocks away, and they couldn’t 
seem to get that to happen as well. 

Q: How were you notified that the Ambassador was no longer 
alive? 

A: Again, I don’t remember all of the details, but I think I was 
notified by the ops center in the middle of the night, maybe at 4 
o’clock in the morning. I had gone home to shower. I may have got- 
ten some confirmation that, in fact, he wasn’t at the hospital, 
which some people had assumed that he was. But, originally, like 
I said, they had taken him out of the facility, brought him to the 
hospital and he was dead when he arrived at the hospital. 

Q: And at that point a decision was made to evacuate the per- 
sonnel, all personnel out of Benghazi? 

A: Again, I don’t remember exactly what the chain of events 
were, and what that order was, and how it was executed, but I 
don’t recall what the timing of that was. 

Q: In the last hour we had a significant discussion on the budget 
constraints and budget cuts that were, I guess. Congress was 
doing, if you will, or that was what was being suggested. Did Con- 
gress — 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. I will object to that. 

Ms. Betz. You’ll object to that? 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. You don’t need to characterize what we 
were suggesting. 

Ms. Betz. Okay. All right. 


BY MS. BETZ 

Q: Did Congress push you to go into Libya? 

A: Again, I don’t have any insight into the decision on Libya, 
Congress or not Congress. I don’t have any — I don’t have any in- 
sight to that. I don’t know if Members of Congress wrote Secretary 
Clinton and asked her to go into Libya, so I know I wasn’t a party 
to the discussions on the decision to go into Libya. 

Q: Did Congress push the State Department to open two facilities 
in Libya? 

A: Again, I’m not a party to the decisions of who said what when, 
and who asked for more facilities. So I can’t say yes or no because 
I wasn’t aware of the conversations. 
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Q: If Congress wasn’t notified that the mission was taking place, 
is it a fair assessment that it was more of a State Department ini- 
tiative rather than a constraint or a budget implication that was 
imposed by Congress? 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. That’s assuming that Congress wasn’t 
notified. 

Ms. Betz. Well, Congress wasn’t notified. 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. Well, many, many Members of Congress 
were aware that facilities 

Ms. Betz. They were aware, but there was no official notifica- 
tion. 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. Yes, but HPSCI, and Armed Services, 
lots of committees in Congress were aware. 

Ms. Betz. Aware is different than being officially notified that 
there is an official presence in Benghazi. 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. Correct. 

Ms. Betz. Thank you. 

Mr. Nides. So again, unfortunately, my statement is the same 
which is, I wasn’t aware of the conversations either by the Con- 
gress or the State Department and the decisionmaking to decide to 
go into Libya, or to make a decision about going on Benghazi. I 
don’t recall, to say it better. 


BY MS. BETZ 

Q: So we also spent a good deal of time talking about the ISATs 
and the initiatives at the attack, and you mentioned that these 
were put together within 48 hours of the attack. What precluded 
you from putting the ISATs together before? What resources were 
available that weren’t available before the attack? 

A: Again, I’m not sure if it was 48 hours or 72 hours. It was very 
quickly. I may have said 48 hours, may have been 24. I don’t know 
exactly. But again, it was immediate. It was very quick. The con- 
straints are, as you are aware, bringing a joint DOD-State Depart- 
ment identifying — it was, first of all it was over the Christmas holi- 
days, right, so identifying people to go, to get them on planes, find- 
ing DOD military officials that could also meet up and go, setting 
up the appropriate — you know, how hard it is to do just a codel. 

So this was, obviously, hugely complicated. And so our view was 
that we had to make sure that we had the right cooperations, and 
we needed to make sure that the host country understood what we 
were doing. You are sending military officials into the country with 
uniforms on, which you have to get permission of which to do. So 
logistically, it was very complicated to do and to do it successfully. 
And these were, by the way, as I repeated, very hot spots which 
equal dangerous spots in many cases, so making sure that those 
people were secure once they got to the ground was also important 
here. 

Q: But it’s fair to say that the ISATs could have been put to- 
gether prior to the attack? 

A: Well, they were never set up in a way — the idea was for a pre- 
ventive — to respond, to make sure what happened in Benghazi 
doesn’t happen in another place. So you can’t — sure, you can’t pre- 
dict what’s going to happen if you — it’s like a car, you hit a car, 
you make sure you took the right turn you would have never hit 
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the car in the first place. Probably not a great analogy, but the re- 
ality of this is, is that the ISATs were never critical, it was a new 
concept. We made it up. We basically said, we need to make sure — 
Secretary Clinton said, we want to make sure that we are in a new 
normal. We have a huge amount of countries that potentially are 
in crisis mode. Let’s do a self-assessment as quickly as possible to 
determine, to make sure this doesn’t happen again. 

Q: No, I understand that. But the whole concept of an ISAT, 
there was nothing to preclude you from putting these teams to- 
gether prior to the attack in terms of preventing? 

A: Well, we hoped the professional Diplomatic Security profes- 
sionals that we have on the ground are doing that continually. 
Right? Again, as you know, we have over 270 missions. You know, 
we get this right 99 percent of the time. And obviously, when some- 
thing like this tragically happens, we have got to step back and 
learn from it. And one of the ways to learn from it is to have a self- 
assessment and go in and look at all of the countries that are po- 
tentially now in this high-risk category and assess that. 

Q: And I think that’s fair. But I think just to sort of close this, 
the Secretary was very focused on a 21st century expeditionary di- 
plomacy? 

A: Sure. 

Q: So point being is if we are doing new ways of thinking with 
diplomacy, there was nothing to preclude you from putting the 
ISATs or executing the concept of an ISAT prior to the attacks; 
21st century diplomacy with 21st century security? 

A: There’s nothing to preclude us from doing anything. I mean, 
the reality of this is, so but I — to be clear, the focus of the State 
Department after attempting to try to make sure that we save the 
lives of those Americans in Benghazi, then quickly shifted to make 
sure it didn’t happen again in another country. 

So we created a concept that never existed before, and as you 
know, try to create something that has never existed before in the 
government within 48 hours is not easy to do. It’s even more com- 
plicated when you are trying to do it with another very large de- 
partment. So the State Department, and Defense Department had 
never done anything like this before and certainly never done any- 
thing like this in the speed in which they did it. So, you know, that 
was the recommendations that we came up with and executed. 

Ms. Betz. And I just wanted to note for the record that we were 
joined again by Congressman Jordan. 

Mr. Jordan. Can I ask a question? 

Ms. Betz. Yeah, and I’m going to yield. 

Mr. Jordan. Mr. Nides, in the Democrat hour, the last hour, you 
said you were with the Secretary that entire night. I think your di- 
rect quote was, you were with her all night as long as she was at 
the Department. 

Mr. Nides. As long as she was at the Department. 

Mr. Jordan. Okay, and were you with her when she commu- 
nicated with the President? 

Mr. Nides. I was not. I mean, I was there. I don’t know when 
the conversation — it was 2.5 years ago. She wasn’t — I wasn’t sitting 
in the room when she was calling the President, I don’t believe. 



777 


Mr. Jordan. She indicated that she didn’t meet with the Presi- 
dent that night, but she talked to him on the phone. So you were 
not in the room when she talked with him? 

Mr. Nides. I have no recollection. 

Mr. Jordan. Do you know how many times she talked with the 
President that night? 

Mr. Nides. Again, I don’t have any recollection 

Mr. Jordan. So you wouldn’t know how long the call was? 

Mr. Nides. I would not. 

Mr. Jordan. You won’t know what they discussed on the call? 

Mr. Nides. I would not. 

Mr. Jordan. Did she talk to you as one of her key advisors prior 
to the call saying what she was going to convey to the President 
on her conversation with the President? 

Mr. Nides. I don’t recall. 

Mr. Jordan. What time that evening did the call take place? 

Mr. Nides. Again, I’m sorry. I just don’t remember. 

Mr. Jordan. You don’t rememljer? 

Mr. Nides. I mean, again, it was almost 3 V 2 years ago. I don’t 
know what time a call came in or didn’t come in. 

Mr. Jordan. Well, let me give you some context. Did the call 
happen prior to the 10:08 statement that was announced by the 
State Department that became the official statement of our govern- 
ment, or did it happen after the 10:08 statement? 

Mr. Nides. Honestly, unfortunately, I just don’t know. I don’t re- 
member. I don’t recall. 

Mr. Jordan. Were you involved in putting the statement to- 
gether, the statement that talked about the video, some of the stuff 
to justify this behavior? Were you involved in putting that state- 
ment together? 

Mr. Nides. I was not. 

Mr. Jordan. Were you involved in talking at all about the video 
that night prior to any statement going out with just, just the Sec- 
retary or some of the other key advisors, key people at the State 
Department? 

Mr. Nides. I don’t recall I was. 

Mr. Jordan. How about with the Secretary’s conversations with 
the Department of Defense, particularly Secretary Panetta? Were 
you in the room when she talked with Secretary Panetta? 

Mr. Nides. I don’t recall that I was or wasn’t. 

Mr. Jordan. And do you know what time the calls with Sec- 
retary Panetta took place? Do you happen to know that? 

Mr. Nides. No, I’m sorry. 

Mr. Jordan. Same kind of answer, okay. Who did you talk with 
that day at the White House, if anyone? 

Mr. Nides. You know, again, it was 

Mr. Jordan. Did you talk to 

Mr. Nides [continuing]. Three plus years ago. I don’t really recall 
who I spoke to. 

Mr. Jordan. Okay. 

Mr. Nides. I’m sure I spoke to a lot of people because we were 
all talking to a lot of people, but to be honest with you, I just I 
don’t have a recollection of who 
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Mr. Jordan. Who did you talk with at the Department of De- 
fense? Did you happen to talk with Mr. Bash, Jeremy Bash that 
day? 

Mr. Nides. I don’t — I have seen an email, I guess, that there was 
an email of correspondence, and I could have talked to Jeremy 
Bash. I could have talked to him on the phone. I just don’t recall. 

Mr. Jordan. What about James Miller? Did you talk with James 
Miller on that day? 

Mr. Nides. Again, I talked to James Miller a lot, so the chances 
of me talking to James Miller that day, it could have happened. 

Mr. Jordan. Do we have the email communications between Mr. 
Nides and Mr. Miller, and Mr. Nides and Mr. Bash? Did you email 
with Mr. Bash that day? 

Mr. Nides. I have seen an email. 

Ms. Betz. We did have those 

Mr. Jordan. Okay, and we have all of those? 

Mr. Nides. I don’t know what you have. 

Mr. Jordan. Okay. 

Mr. Nides. Okay. I’m sorry. I wish I knew. 

Mr. Jordan. Okay, and your title is Deputy Secretary of Man- 
agement and Resources? 

Mr. Nides. That’s correct. 

Mr. Jordan. Did you have anything, any say in, or in okaying 
the email arrangement that Secretary Clinton had set up, her per- 
sonal email? 

Mr. Nides. No. 

Mr. Jordan. Okay, and did you have any oversight, or influence, 
or impact, or interaction with Bryan Pagliano? 

Mr. Nides. I did not. 

Mr. Jordan. Okay, that’s all I have got. 

Mr. Nides. Thank you. 


BY MS. BETZ 

Q: I want to followup again on the questioning on the ARB that 
we discussed last hour and we talked about, a little bit about the 
formation of the ARB. 

Do you recall meeting with the ARB? 

A: I do. 

Q: And was the meeting before the report was issued? 

A: I assume it was. 

Q: Did you get a copy of the report before it was issued? 

A: I don’t recall. I mean, I just don’t know. I don’t — I mean, I 
have no recollection of it. I’m not saying I didn’t. I just don’t recall. 

Q: Did Cheryl Mills talk to you about meeting with the ARB? 

A: Sure. We had plenty of conversations about the ARB. I don’t 
know about — communicated with her about the ARB. 

Q: Was it your understanding that the ARB was sort of being put 
together in the normal course of action the way ARBs typically 
were? 

A: Again, I have no insight to how ARBs were typically put to- 
gether. 

Q: Let me show you a document. Are we on 11? 

Ms. Betz. This would be your last tab. Tab 20 . 

Mr. Nides. Last tab. 
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Ms. Betz. And this will be exhibit 11; very last tab in the note- 
book. 

[Nide Exhibit No. 11 was marked for identification.] 

BY MS. BETZ 

Q: And specifically, it would be the last page of that document. 

A: Is this the “Dear Colleagues” one? 

Q: The “Dear Colleagues,” yes. 

A: Okay. 

Q: So for identification purposes, it is STATE-SCB0093144. The 
witness is not a sender, nor is a recipient, but has talked about his 
role in ARB. So I just want to refer you to the last page that says: 
“Dear Colleagues, just a reminder — the Federal Registry notice 
takes three work days to be published which means that I will 
need the names of the ARB members and the rest of the informa- 
tion by Wednesday morning if they will be starting work on Mon- 
day, October 1. I would appreciate knowing how this ARB is going 
to work since it is not going in the normal way.” 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. Can I just — I’m sorry, can we just 
pause? It’s a long document. Can you just show me where he is ref- 
erenced in this? 

Ms. Betz. I said he is not referenced in it, but we have been dis- 
cussing his role in the ARB. 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. Oh, okay. I thought you said he was ref- 
erenced. 

Ms. Betz. No, he is not referenced in it. 

BY MS. BETZ 

Q: But I just wanted to get your comments on this last phrase 
that the ARB is not going the normal way. 

A: All right, I don’t have any idea what that refers to. 

Q: So you don’t have any knowledge about how the ARB was 
supposed to work? 

A: I do not. 

Q: Were you involved in any of the selection of the ARB panel- 
ists? 

A: I was not. 

Q: Were you consulted? 

A: Not to my recollection. 

Q: I think we will go off the record. 

[Discussion off the record. ] 

BY MS. SACHSMAN GROOMS 

Q: Let’s go back on. I will be brief Just a couple of followups and 
I think in one of the previous rounds, you had referenced the im- 
portance both to you, to the Secretary and to everybody at the 
State Department, I think, that you all work together to make sure 
nothing like Benghazi ever happens again. Is that accurate? 

A: It is. 

Q: And while I understand that that’s a goal, I think I just — I 
just wanted to discuss for a moment the possibility of that as a 
standard which is to say I think that’s — I think from my under- 
standing from talking to, I think, all of the people that we have 
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spoken to, while that is the goal, it is to some extent an impossible 
standard. Is that accurate? 

A: Unfortunately, that’s true. 

Q: And so as you had said, I think previously, you know, and 
even if — and obviously, mistakes were made in this instance, but 
even in circumstances where all individuals are doing their best ef- 
forts, you know, 100 percent of the time, there still can be an at- 
tack that’s successful against us. Is that accurate? 

A: It is. 

Q: And it is not necessarily true that if there is an attack that 
that means that individuals acted poorly, or specifically made mis- 
takes? 

A: That is correct. 

Q: Although we share the goal, and I think our members 
have 

A: I’m sorry? 

Q: We share the goal and I think our members have stated the 
same goal 

A: Of course. 

Q: [continuing]. Numerous times. I think there have been some 
allegations and some discussion about the government presence in 
Benghazi and whether that was something that the White House 
demanded or the Secretary demanded, whether it was something 
that sort of came from the top down as opposed to from the bottom 
up, from what that means, I mean, the NEA Bureau or career For- 
eign Service officers, including Ambassador Stevens. I know you 
don’t have a great recollection of the decision itself, but do you re- 
call whether the discussions around Benghazi, the presence in 
Benghazi and Libya policy was something that was bottom up or 
top down? 

A: Again, I can’t recall specific conversations about who said 
what when. From the period of time of the 2-plus years that I was 
there, there was always a constant push for more people, meaning 
more Foreign Service officers to be on the ground to help on USAII) 
programs, on economic issues, and there is constantly a push by 
the bureaus to get more head count into the countries in which 
they are working in. 

I don’t believe this was any different than that. But again, I can’t 
recall specific conversations about who asked for what resources, 
but it is traditional at the State Department, and quite frankly, at 
DOD, for the commander on the ground, which is the equivalent 
of an ambassador, to continue to ask for more resources and to ask 
for more people on the ground; specifically, more program people, 
career Foreign Service officers. 

Q: And I feel like we have gone through the night of the attack 
as extensive as we can. But I think in the last round you described 
that on the night of the attack, that the sentiment was that — the 
sentiment of the Secretary, and her senior advisors was that you 
all wanted to get any resources that you possibly could into the 
area to save lives. Is that accurate? 

A: That is correct. 

Q: And did that include military resources? 

A: Absolutely. 
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BY MR. DESAI 

Q: We are toward the end, at least for this session. This is the 
eighth congressional investigation into the Benghazi attacks and 
we are hoping it’s the last one. And toward that end, we are going 
to ask you about a series of allegations that have been made in 
connection with the attacks that the minority feels have been 
asked and answered. But it’s our understanding that some of our 
colleagues on the other side are still pursuing them. So as a result, 
we are compelled to ask every witness that we speak to about these 
allegations. 

So here is how I would like to proceed. I will tell you what the 
allegation is, and then I will just ask you whether or not you have 
any information or any evidence to support the allegation. 

A: Got it. 

Q: And I am not as interested in your opinion, but only whether 
or not you have evidence or information about the allegation. And 
if you don’t have any information or evidence, I will just move on 
to the next allegation until we are out of allegations. And as you 
will see, there are quite a few of these allegations. I’m going to ask 
in advance just for your patience as we go through them. 

I will start with the first one. It has been alleged that Secretary 
of State Clinton intentionally blocked military action on the night 
of the attacks. One Congressman has speculated that, quote, “Sec- 
retary Clinton told Leon Panetta to stand down,” end quote, and 
this resulted in the Defense Department not sending more assets 
to help in Benghazi. 

Do you have any evidence that Secretary of State Clinton ordered 
Secretary of Defense Panetta to stand down on the night of the at- 
tacks? 

A: No. 

Q: Do you have any evidence that Secretary of State Clinton 
issued any kind of order to Secretary of Defense Panetta on the 
night of the attacks? 

A: No. 

Q: It has been alleged Secretary Clinton personally signed an 
April 2012 cable denying security to Libya. The Washington Post 
fact checker evaluated this claim and gave it four Pinocchios, its 
highest award for false claims. 

Do you have any evidence that Secretary Clinton personally 
signed an April 2012 cable denying security resources to Libya? 

A: No. 

Q: Do you have any evidence that Secretary Clinton was person- 
ally involved in providing specific instruction on day-to-day security 
resources in Benghazi? 

A: No. 

Q: I will just pause for one second just to let the record reflect 
that Chairman Gowdy has joined us. 

Mr. Nides. Mr. Chairman, how are you? 

Chairman GoWDY. How are you doing? 

Mr. Nides. Great. Thank you. 
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BY MR. DESAI 

Q: It has been alleged that Secretary Clinton misrepresented or 
fabricated intelligence on the risks posed by Colonel Qadhafi to his 
own people in order to garner support to military operations in 
Libya in spring 2011. 

Do you have any evidence that Secretary Clinton misrepresented 
or fabricated intelligence on the risks posed by Colonel Qadhafi to 
his own people in order to garner support for military operations 
in Libya in spring 2011? 

A: No, I don’t. 

Q: It has been alleged to the U.S. Mission in Benghazi included 
transferring weapons to Syrian rebels or to other countries. A bi- 
partisan report issued by the House Permanent Select Committee 
on Intelligence found that quote, “The CIA was not collecting and 
shipping arms from Libya to Syria,” end quote, and they found, 
quote, “No support for this allegation,” end quote. 

Do you have any evidence to contradict the House Intelligence 
Committee’s bipartisan report finding that the CIA was not ship- 
ping arms from Libya to Syria? 

A: No, I don’t. 

Q: Do you have any evidence that the U.S. facilities in Benghazi 
were being used to facilitate weapons transfers from Libya to Syria 
or to any other foreign country? 

A: No, I don’t. 

Q: A team of CIA security personnel was temporarily delayed 
from departing the Annex to assist the special mission compound 
and there have been a number of allegations about the cause of 
and the appropriateness of that delay. The House Intelligence Com- 
mittee issued a bipartisan report concluding that the team was not 
ordered to stand down. But that instead, there were tactical dis- 
agreements on the ground over how quickly to depart. 

Do you have any evidence that would contradict the House Intel- 
ligence Committee’s finding that there was no standdown order to 
CIA personnel? 

A: No, I don’t. 

Q: Putting aside whether you personally agree with the decisions 
to delay temporarily or think it was the right decision, do you have 
any evidence that there was a bad or improper reason behind the 
temporary delay of the CIA security personnel to depart the Annex 
to assist the special mission compound? 

A: I do not. 

Q: A concern has been raised by one individual that in the course 
of producing documents to the Accountability Review Board dam- 
aging documents may have been removed or scrubbed from that 
production. 

Do you have any evidence that anyone at the State Department 
removed or scrubbed damaging documents from the materials that 
were provided to the ARB? 

A: I do not. 

Q: Do you have any evidence that anyone at the State Depart- 
ment directed anyone else at the State Department to remove or 
scrub damaging documents from the materials that were provided 
to the ARB? 
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A: I do not. 

Q: Allow me to ask you these questions also for documents that 
were provided to Congress. 

Do you have any evidence that anyone at the State Department 
removed or scrubbed damaging documents from the materials that 
were provided to Congress? 

A: I do not. 

Q: It has been alleged that CIA Deputy Director Michael Morell, 
altered unclassified talking points about the Benghazi attacks for 
political reasons and that he then misrepresented his actions when 
he told Congress that the CIA, quote, “faithfully performed our du- 
ties in accordance with the highest standards of objectivity and 
nonpartisanship,” end quote. 

Do you have any evidence that CIA Deputy Director Mike Morell 
gave false or intentionally misleading testimony to Congress about 
the Benghazi talking points? 

A: I do not. 

Q: Do you have any evidence that CIA Deputy Director Morell 
altered the talking points to Congress for political reasons? 

A: I do not. 

Q: It has been alleged that Ambassador Susan Rice made and in- 
tentional misrepresentation when she spoke on the Sunday talk 
shows about the Benghazi attacks. 

Do you have any evidence that Ambassador Rice intentionally 
misrepresented facts about the Benghazi attacks on the Sunday 
talk shows? 

A: I do not. 

Q: It has been alleged that the President of the United States 
was, quote, “virtually AWOL as Commander in Chief,” end quote, 
on the night of the attacks and that he was, quote, “missing in ac- 
tion. ” 

Do you have any evidence to support the allegation that the 
President was virtually AWOL as Commander in Chief or missing 
in action on the night of the attacks? 

A: I do not. 

Q: It has been alleged that a team of four military personnel at 
Embassy Tripoli on the night of the attacks who were considering 
flying on the second plane to Benghazi were ordered by their supe- 
riors to stand down or to cease all operations. Military officials 
have stated that those four individuals were instead ordered to, 
quote, “remain in place,” end quote. In Tripoli to provide security 
and medical assistance in their current location. A Republican staff 
report issued by the House Armed Services Committee found that, 
quote, “There was no standdown order issued to U.S. military per- 
sonnel in Tripoli who sought to join the fight in Benghazi,” end 
quote. 

Do you have any evidence to contradict the conclusion of the 
House Armed Services Committee that there was no standdown 
order issued to U.S. military personnel in Tripoli who sought to 
join the fight in Benghazi? 

A: I do not. 

Q: It has been alleged that the military failed to deploy assets 
on the night of the attack that would have saved lives. However, 
former Republican Congressman Howard “Buck” McKeon, the 
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former chairman of the House Armed Services Committee con- 
ducted a review of the attacks after which he stated, quote, “Given 
where the troops were, how quickly the thing all happened, and 
how quickly it dissipated, we probably couldn’t have done more 
than we did,” end quote. 

Do you have any evidence to contradict Chairman McKeon’s con- 
clusion? 

A: I do not. 

Q: Do you have any evidence that the Pentagon had military as- 
sets available to them on the night of the attacks that could have 
saved lives; that the Pentagon leadership intentionally decided not 
deploy them? 

A: I do not. 

Q: I think with that, we will go off the record. 

Mr. Yanes. Well, hang on a second. Is the questioning over from 
both sides in the nonclassified session? 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. Is the chairman going to — are you good? 

Chairman GowDY. Yes. 

Mr. Yanes. Okay, the only thing I would like to say 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. Do you want to stay on the record? 

Mr. Yanes. Yeah, on the record, please. So we were contacted by 
the committee staff shortly before Thanksgiving Mr. Chipman 
called and asked that Mr. Nides come in and testify before Christ- 
mas. There was no way we could get our security clearances in 
time for that to happen. 

Mr. Nides didn’t want to delay the timing that the committee 
wanted, so for the classified session, Mr. Snyder, and his colleague 
from the State Department will represent Mr. Nides in the classi- 
fied session. That’s all. 

Mr. Desai. Okay. Thank you. 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. We can go off. 

[Whereupon, at 1:04 p.m., the interview proceeded in classified 
session.] 

Ms. Betz. We’ll go back on the record. The time is 1:38. 

And I should preface, we are in a classified setting now, and I 
believe we’re cleared through — Secret? Top Secret? 

Mr. Snyder. Well, I think 

Ms. Betz. I don’t know if we have limitations or if we had 
set 

Mr. Snyder. It’s probably best if we agreed to keep it as Secret, 
unless somebody thinks something goes over Secret. Otherwise, it 
becomes very unwieldy to deal with the transcript, if that’s all 
right. 

Ms. Betz. And that’s fine. 

Mr. Snyder. And everyone here is cleared through at least Top 
Secret. 

Ms. Betz. Okay. So everyone is cleared through TS, but we’ll try 
to keep at Secret. Mr. Snyder. Okay. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. BETZ 

Q: Thank you for coming back down here. I want to pick up 
where we left off. And I know that we sort of discussed in great 
detail the night of the attacks, but I wanted to discuss with you 
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in detail to try and better understand what the decisions were 
made that night. 

And if you would turn to tab 1, which will now be exhibit 12 . 

And you know what? I don’t have the exhibit tabs. Let’s just do 
exhibit 12 . 

[Nides Exhibit No. 12 was marked for identification.] 

BY MS. BETZ 

Q: And I’ll give the witness a minute to look at the document. 

A: Okay. I’ve seen it. 

Q: For identification purposes, it’s document CO5562028. 

It’s an email. At the top of the email chain, it’s from Jake Sul- 
livan to Jeremy Bash, Wendy Sherman, and the witness, Tom 
Nides. 

Do you recall this document? 

A: I do not. 

Q: Just for purposes of discussing, it says, “After consulting’ — 
and this is Jeremy Bash speaking to you all in the underlying 
email. 

“After consulting with General Dempsey, General Ham, and the 
Joint Staff, we have identified the forces that could move to 
Benghazi. They are spinning up as we speak. They include a SOF 
element that was in Croatia (which can fly to Suda Bay, Crete) and 
a Marine FAST team out of Roda, Spain. 

“Assuming principals agree to deploy these elements, we will ask 
State to secure the approval from host nation. Please advise how 
you wish to convey that approval to us. Burns/Nides/Sherman to 
MillerAVinnefeld would be my recommended course.” 

There is an email above that that says, “Thanks Jeremy plus 
Cheryl. We are joining a SVTC with NSS colleagues at 7:30. Be- 
lieve your team will be on as well. We should work through this 
issue in that venue.” 

Does this help refresh your memory? 

A: Sure. 

Q: So, in that underlying email, you are tasked with a specific 
do-out. Do you recall doing that? Do you recall getting country 
clearance? 

A: Well, first of all, I don’t think I was the one tasked with — it’s 
emailed to all of us. 

Q: Well, it’s emailed to all of you, but in that third paragraph, 
it says, “Assuming principals agree to deploy these elements, we 
will ask State to secure the approval from host nation. Please ad- 
vise how you wish to convey that approval to us.” Burns, Nides, 
and Sherman, you would be part of that group. 

A: Yeah. So, first of all, I don’t recall, again, what I did that 
evening vis-a-vis this. So the answer is I don’t recall if I made a 
call or didn’t make a call. And I don’t know — in many cases, I 
wouldn’t have been the person to do that call, even though I was 
on this email. Either Bill Burns would do it or Wendy Sherman 
would do it. I wouldn’t necessarily be the person to make the call. 

Q: Did they make that call? 

A: I have no idea. 

Ms. Betz. I guess we’ll go off the record for a minute. 

[Discussion off the record.] 
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Ms. Betz. We’ll go back on the record. 

BY MS. BETZ 

Q: So you believe that, just to pick back up, Burns and Sherman 
would have made 

A: Again, I don’t know if anyone made the call. I mean, I don’t 
recall what happened following that. So, from what I glean from 
this, they were asking us to make the call, but we were going to 
meet about this, I guess, after the SVTC at 7:30, right? Or after 
the meeting. I don’t know whether it would fall on me — the fol- 
lowup memos were vis-a-vis this, but I don’t recall doing anything 
in regards to this. 

Q: Do you recall discussing this, the deployment of assets, in the 
SVTC? 

A: No. During the period of time between the attack and when 
we found out that the Ambassador had died, there were lots of con- 
versations about what we could do to help. My assumption, this 
was part of that conversation, about are there things we can get 
into the country to help. 

So I assume that the general topic was discussed, but I just sim- 
ply don’t remember what we did at that meeting. Did we call the 
Defense Department? Did we spit up the assets? I just don’t recall. 

Q: Do you recall DOD being on that SVTC? 

A: I don’t. I’m sorry. 

Q: You don’t remember Jeremy Bash being on the SVTC? 

A: I don’t recall. You know, again, as I said before, we were hav- 
ing numerous calls, SVTCs all evening, so I don’t remember who 
was on which call at which point. 

Q: So I’m going to show you what will be now exhibit 13. 

[Nides Exhibit No. 13 was marked for identification.] 

BY MS. BETZ 

Q: It’s not in a tab, so I will give it to you. 

A: Thank you. 

Q: And for purposes of our discussion. I’m looking at page 5 of 
this email chain. And while you’re looking at it. I’ll go ahead and 
identify it. It’s State Department document CO5580636. And it is 
an email chain. The sender and the recipients are redacted. 

A: Okay. 

Q: So, just taking a step back, does this email help refresh your 
memory as to whether or not you participated on the 7:30 SVTC? 

A: Again, I’m sorry, but I just don’t — I participated in a lot of 
meetings that evening. And I certainly could have been there, but 
I don’t recall this particular conversation. So I would have to say 
I just don’t — I wouldn’t call it a confirmation about whether I was 
there or not. 

Q: Okay. But the exhibit 12 that I just showed you identified 
those individuals who were meeting with the Secretary 

A: Sure. 

Q: [continuing]. And then those who would have been on the 
SVTC, of which you would have been one of those individuals. 

A: My assumption is I probably was in the room, but I can’t con- 
firm that I was because, again, it was 3V2 years ago. I assume 
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there’s a manifest of the meeting, but I don’t — my assumption is 
I presume I was there, but I have no idea. 

Q: Well, this email sums up, I think 

A: Sure. 

Q: [continuing]. Certain details of that SVTC. And it describes 
Denis McDonough chairing with Secretary of State Clinton and her 
team joining. Presumably you would be one of those 

A: Yeah. 

Q: [continuing]. On her team? Would you 

A: Yes. 

Q: Is that a fair characterization? 

A: Yeah, sure. Absolutely. 

Q: “DOD was represented by Jeremy Bash and Vice Admiral 
Kurt Tidd.” 

A: Yeah. 

Q: “* * *, our Libya desk officer, and I also participated, and 
Lieutenant General Kelly sat in as well. Special thanks” — re- 
dacted — “for providing excellent support to Jeremy during the 
SVTC and for the summary.” 

So you don’t have a recollection of discussing any deployment of 
military assets with Jeremy Bash on the SVTC? 

A: Again, I don’t. I mean. I’m not saying it didn’t happen. I 
mean, obviously, the readout of the SVTC obviously had said that 
those discussions were there, and presumably 3 years ago I was in 
the room when that was happening, but I don’t directly recall the 
conversation that took place. 

Q: Do you recall the CIA being on the call? 

A: Again, I’m sorry. I really don’t. 

Q: Okay. 

At the bottom of this email, there lists a number of do-outs, some 
of which are for the State Department. Do you know who would 
have been tasked with those do-outs, who would have been respon- 
sible or tasked with working with individuals to identify the loca- 
tion and status of Ambassador Stevens? 

A: I assume Diplomatic Security, but I’m just making that as- 
sumption. So I know Diplomatic Security within the State Depart- 
ment would be tasked because those were the people that were on 
the ground and had connectivity there. But I can’t say that for cer- 
tain. 

Q: Who within the State Department would have been respon- 
sible for engaging the Libyan Government for additional coopera- 
tion on potential U.S. military intervention? 

A: In most cases, it would be the bureau, the NEA: bureau would 
be the point of contact in that, or, obviously, the ambassador on the 
ground. But since the ambassador on the ground wasn’t there, un- 
fortunately, probably the bureau from Washington would be calling 
the Libyan Government. That would be the normal protocol, but I 
can’t confirm that’s actually what happened. 

Q: The task-out for State goes on to state, “We’ll work directly 
with Vice Admiral Tidd’s staff to get details of units on standby for 
deployment to Tripoli and Benghazi.” Do you know who would have 
been tasked to work with Vice Admiral Tidd and his staff? 

A: I don’t, but, again, my assumption is any one of us could have 
been. I don’t recall that I was, but I’m not saying that it couldn’t 
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have been possible. Again, it was pretty fast-moving. People were 
taking tasks all over the seventh floor and resolving it. But, again, 
I can’t say for certain that I wasn’t, but, certainly, I could have 
been engaged in that process. 

Please. 

Q: And with all due respect, so what decisions did the senior 
staff make that night? If everything is delegated to the Diplomatic 
Security bureau, what were your tasks that night? 

A: Well, again, I think as proven, I think, over the course of dis- 
cussion, the way this works is that the professionals, the security 
professionals, the people on the ground bring up recommendations 
to the senior officials at the State Department, and decisions are 
made that way. But the actual work determination is not put in 
the hands of political appointees; it’s put in the hands of the career 
Foreign Service folks who have been there. 

So, again, depending what decision needed to be made, presum- 
ably much of that work was being done by the security profes- 
sionals determining what we could do vis-a-vis the saving of indi- 
viduals’ lives. And they would be engaged with the career people 
that were involved. 

Q: What recommendations were made that night, then, to you by 
the career staff? 

Mr. Snyder. Just to be clear, I think you said you don’t have any 
real recollection 

Mr. Nides. Yeah. 

Mr. Snyder [continuing]. Or just don’t recall. 

But are you saying typically? 

BY MS. BETZ 

Q: I mean, so I just want to be clear. So no recommendations 
were made by the career staff to you that night as to what should 
and shouldn’t be done? 

A: Again, unfortunately, as I said, you know, again, this is 3 
years ago. We had 10, 20, 30 meetings at different points, so I don’t 
recall what recommendations were brought. This was an informa- 
tion-gathering exercise, as you can see by this, to try to find out 
the facts on the ground. It was fast-moving — fog of war, all the 
things that we have talked about before. So, again, I can’t articu- 
late exactly what recommendations were brought up in this par- 
ticular meeting. 

Q: So, moving on from the night of the attack, I just want to fol- 
low up on some questions that we had in our first round regarding 
decisionmaking. And we talked a little bit about decisions that 
were made regarding staffing, and I just wanted to see if additional 
documents would refresh your memory. 

So if you could turn to tab 7. 

[Nides Exhibit No. 14 was marked for identification.] 

BY MS. BETZ 

Q: For identification purposes. I’ll just go ahead and identify it. 
It’s SCB0075032. And it’s from the witness to * * *. 

A: Okay. 

Q: First of all, does this email refresh your recollection of a dis- 
cussion during the 2011 time period? 
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A: It was written to me, so, I mean, I don’t recall the memo, but 
I certainly understand the topics. 

Q: Uh-iiuh. Well, I would direct your attention to the underlying 
email, which is from your staff to you and specifically updating you 
on Ambassador Stevens. And, specifically. I’ll go to the start with 
the second sentence in that paragraph. 

“There is a push for the mandate of Stevens’ trip (and the DART, 
see below) to expand; the current mandate is for Stevens to stay 
in Libya for up to 30 days, situation permitting, so that he can ‘get 
to know the TNG.’ NEA: will be drafting a paper for Steinberg, 
which essentially will ask for an expanded scope of work for Ste- 
vens — which will allow him to stay in Libya for longer (90 days or 
more). Once NEA has some policy guidance about what Stevens 
should be seeking to accomplish in Libya, it will devise a plan for 
a new footprint on the ground — this will require needed resources 
and could shift the mission from an envoy situation to a more per- 
manent presence. We will need to watch this closely, and I’ve 
flagged for P and D(S) staff that you and Pat should be included 
in these discussions.” 

Did you have those discussions? 

A: I don’t recall having discussions, but, again, long time ago. My 
assumption is, if they said I should have a conversation, I assume 
I had them. 

Q: Uh-huh. Was there a conversation about changing the mission 
to a more permanent presence? 

A: Again, respectfully, I just can’t recall that specific conversa- 
tion. 

Q: Would you have any recollection, given resources within your 
purview or your portfolio, budget implications, resource implica- 
tions, would you have had that discussion about a more permanent 
footprint and what that would mean? 

A: Again, I don’t recall that. Obviously, there’s a continual push, 
as I’ve discussed before, among career Foreign Service officers to 
expand our missions in many of these countries. And this, again, 
you know, foot-stomps what I had said recently, or previously, that, 
again, there’s a constant view that we needed to have more re- 
sources on the ground, meaning more Foreign Service officers. And 
I assume that was the context in which I would be meeting about. 

Q: Is it fair to characterize you as a check on those discussions 
that the career Foreign Service officers wanted to have regarding 
increase in staffing? 

A: Ultimately, I think we would try to look at the facts and have 
a discussion. I don’t know if the word “check” is the appropriate 
one, but we certainly would be able to weigh in if, in fact, we dis- 
agreed with the recommendations. 

Q: I want to move and discuss a little bit about the CIA’s pres- 
ence in Benghazi. Were you aware that the CIA: had a presence? 

A: I was not. 

Q: You were not. So did you ever have any discussions with 
Morell about the presence of the CIA in Benghazi? 

A: Let me rephrase that. I’m not aware that I did, okay? So I — 
again, it was 3 years ago. I don’t believe I did, but, you know, I 
don’t know if someone — if someone was in a meeting with me and 
told me about. So I don’t want to overstate my knowledge. 
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Mr. Snyder. And you’re saying prior to the attack, clearly. 

Ms. Betz. Correct. I’m sorry. This is in 2011. 

Mr. Nides. Yeah, I don’t believe I did. But, again, I — 3, 4 years 
ago, you know, someone could have briefed me on that and I wasn’t 
aware of it or paid attention to it. 

Ms. Betz. This will be exhibit 15. 

[Nides Exhibit No. 15 was marked for identification.] 

BY MS. BETZ 

Q: For identification purposes, it’s SCB0071180. It’s from Patrick 
Kennedy to Jacob Sullivan, Joseph Macmanus, and — but the wit- 
ness is copied on the email. 

A: Okay. 

Q: Do you recall this email? 

A: I do not. 

Q: Okay. So what I would like to focus on is the last sentence 
that’s in brackets. 

A: Uh-huh. 

Q; ^ ^ ^ 

A: Good thing I said I could have been told. Again, I 

Q: So you have no recollection 

A: No. 

Q: * * * 

A: I don’t. 

Q: [continuing]. At that time? 

A: I certainly don’t recall knowing it. I may have known it at the 
time, but I certainly don’t recall knowing it right now. 

Q: Okay. 

I want to turn now to what would be exhibit 15 in your binder. 
This will be exhibit 16. 

[Nides Exhibit No. 16 was marked for identification.] 

BY MS. BETZ 

Q: It’s a long document, and I think, for our purposes, I just want 
to focus on the first two paragraphs. 

A: Okay. 

Q: Or, actually, the second paragraph. 

A: Okay. 

Q: Do you recall receiving this note from Jake Sullivan, Assistant 
Secretary Feltman, and Bill Taylor? 

A: No, I don’t. 

Q: So I’d like to focus on the second paragraph 

A: Please. 

Q: [continuing]. Which discusses several broad goals for Libya. 
“We would like to see a Libya that is unitary and democratic, that 
denies access to extremists, that has effective control over its weap- 
onry, including weapons of mass destruction, or WMD, and that 
maintains peaceful relations with its neighbors. We also have an 
interest in ensuring that Libya can sell its oil and gas on the global 
market. But post-conflict stabilization in Libya, while clearly a wor- 
thy undertaking at the right level of investment, cannot be counted 
as one of our highest foreign policy priorities. Strategically for us, 
Libya does not loom as large * * 

Was that the prevailing view among the seventh floor? 
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A: Again, I wasn’t — I don’t remember any dialogue around the 
memo. I don’t recall the memo. I think that parts of the paragraph, 
obviously, were important. I don’t recall exactly the debate that 
went on. This is obviously a memo that was for discussion pur- 
poses. This was not a decision memo. This was a discussion memo. 
So I can’t recall if there was followup discussions based upon what 
was in the paragraphs or in the sentences and if they were 
changed or not. 

So I can’t tell you what I believe was the prevailing view because 
I don’t know exactly ultimately what we came up to in our con- 
versations about it. 

Q: But I think it would — is it fair to say that this would be a 
viewpoint espoused by Jake Sullivan, Jeff Feltman, and Bill Tay- 
lor? 

A: Well, I guess they wrote the memo, so I’d assume that they 
believe in what they wrote. 

Now, in many cases, memos are to begin as a baseline for a dis- 
cussion ultimately with the two of us and the Secretary. So, again, 
I can’t recall what the followup was, but, certainly, there’s much 
in that paragraph no one would disagree with, obviously. So then 
the question, obviously, is, did we have this dialogue around what 
our goals should be in Libya and do those changes. I can’t tell you, 
to be certain, when those meetings occurred and what was dis- 
cussed at those meetings. 

Q: But you don’t recall having a discussion that would refute, 
sort of, those positions in that, characterizing this? 

A: Either way, I don’t recall having a discussion that either con- 
firmed or refute it. So, to be honest, I can’t remember on either one 
of those scores. 

Q: Okay.I would like to show you another document.This will be 
exhibit No. 17. 

[Nides Exhibit No. 17 was marked for identification.] 

BY MS. BETZ 


Q: It’s not in your binder. 

A: Okay. 

Q: So, for identification purposes, it’s State Department docu- 
ment C05578764. It’s an action memo for Deputy Secretaries Stein- 
berg and Nides. And it’s from NEA: Assistant Secretary Jeffrey 
Feltman. 

Do you recall ever seeing this action memo? A: I do not. 

Q: And I should preface, it’s neither approved or disapproved. 

None of the boxes are checked. 

But I was curious, given that your staff is listed on the cleared — 
it doesn’t say okay, but your staff is listed — I assume that they 
were consulted. Would they have been consulted in this? 

A: Again, I mean, the standard operating procedure is that 
when — again. I’m not saying — I don’t recall the memo, but the 
standard operating procedure in a memo like this, they would have 
okayed it. That’s why the — so, for some reason, the document, my 
staff didn’t okay it. I’m not saying that they didn’t okay it, but 
they’re not identified on this as having agreed to it. 

And, second, as I indicated, I didn’t sign this memo. I’m not say- 
ing that I didn’t sign it for a different memo, but this particular 
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memo doesn’t have my signature on it. But, again, this is not an 
uncommon memo to make a decision on increasing a presence at 
a new facility. 

Q: Correct. And that’s a fair characterization. I guess I wanted 
to ask you whether or not an action memo had heen approved or 
disapproved by you — not necessarily this memo, any other memo 
that described a type of presence for the mission in Benghazi. 

A: Again, I don’t have a recollection of it. My assumption is, if 
there were people there, the approval process had to take place at 
some level for having our individual Foreign Service officers there. 
I don’t recall the discussion or the meeting in which that was, 
quote, “signed off on.” 

Q: Do you know, just by looking at the memo, if elements of the 
memo were implemented? 

A: Again, I would have to go back and look at the memo in great 
detail and then determine what was done based upon the memo. 
So I would be hard pressed to tell you what was implemented and 
what wasn’t implemented. Obviously, they went through a great 
amount of detail about what they wanted to accomplish, and, 
again, I would have to go and look at what they actually did versus 
what the memo said. 

Q: Who else would have been consulted in discussions about the 
memo or the contents of the memo regarding the presence or a 
phased approach regarding the presence in Benghazi? 

A: Well, it looks like everyone on the last page who cleared the 
memo. So my assumption would be that would be the group of peo- 
ple who would be consulted with. But that would be a normal proc- 
ess. 

I think it would ultimately — the bureau would normally initiate 
a discussion around this, meaning that they want resources on the 
ground, and do the work. They would consult with the Under Sec- 
retary, which would be Mr. Kennedy. And then he ultimately 
would assign different parts of his department, including OBO, 
which is the building operations, and would do leases. The security 
professionals would do security. The technology people would do 
technology. So every piece would be examined and reexamined to 
make sure they were making the right decision. 

So there was no lack of professionalism looking at these kinds of 
decisions, but I really know individually who approved this one. 
But the normal operating procedure is lots of hands on it and lots 
of professional career Foreign Service officers examining these 
issues to great detail. 

Q: The memo, I think, and just by flipping through it, is very 
specific as to some of the cost implications 

A: Sure. 

Q: [continuing]. Of the presence. Would those cost figures or re- 
source issues, would they have been discussed with you? 

A: Again 

Q: Given that’s within your portfolio, correct? 

A: Again, to the best of my knowledge, I don’t recall that discus- 
sion. I’m not saying, again, it didn’t occur. I just don’t recall this 
specific incident or this specific number. 

Now, I should say that not every dollar that was spent at the 
State Department I approved. So, again. I’m not in any way sug- 
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gesting that I didn’t have a full-throated conversation about every 
dollar that was going to he spent there, but I don’t recall that to 
be the case. 

Ms. Betz. I think I am done. 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. I have, like, a real quick followup, but it 
won’t take but a minute. I don’t think that we need to move. I’ll 
talk real loud. 

Can you go back to exhibit 14? 

Mr. Snyder. Do you remember what tab that was or — was it this 
one? 

Mr. Nides. Oh, thank you. 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. This document. This is 

Mr. Snyder. 7. 

Ms. Betz. 7. Thank you. 

BY MS. SACHSMAN GROOMS 

Q: And just for the record, this is exhibit 14. It’s the email from 
* * * to you on April 14, 2011. And we just discussed a reference 
in it to NEA: drafting a paper for Steinberg which essentially will 
ask for an expanded scope for the work of Stevens. 

When you just discussed the staffing approval process and the 
way that the career individuals would ask for more staffing, in this 
context, this document, I just wanted to confirm that it’s the same 
as in the context that we discussed it previously, which is to say, 
when you’re talking about people coming from the field up to you 
and asking for and pushing for more presence and more staff of ca- 
reer Foreign Service officers in a particular area and that some- 
times you would be the check on that, that what you’re talking 
about is not security staff. 

A: 100 percent correct. We make sure there’s a clear distinction 
between security and nonsecurity personnel. The decisions of the 
security is a decision of the RSO, who is usually on the ground, and 
the security people in the bureau, the Diplomatic Security people. 
So the decision of — in fact, it’s rarely that the diplomat or ambas- 
sador will overrule an RSO, who is the security expert on the 
ground. 

So, yes, all references about personnel was a reference of a non- 
security personnel. The security footprint was a derivative of how 
many bodies you had in the particular facility. So that is 100 per- 
cent correct. 

Q: Okay. And to the extent that what we’re talking about is a 
cost check regarding, you know, not wanting to increase too much 
of a presence or not wanting to increase too much of a cost in Libya 
or in Benghazi because there are budgetary constraints or what- 
ever, from your perspective, you’re talking about bodies of Foreign 
Service officers, not Diplomatic Security personnel. Is that right? 

A: Again, 100 percent correct. 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. That’s all I had. 

Ms. Betz. We are off. 

[Whereupon, at 2:12 p.m., the interview was concluded.] 
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Situation Update : The coalition is continuing its ait assault, and severely damaged the Libyan air force last night. Six NATO 
ships are patrolling tlie Libyan coast. Q forces continue to push eastward. The French believe it will take two weeks to 
destroy Q’s military at the current pace of operations. 

No Fly Zone : NATO continues to consult regarding the takeover of No Fly Zone command and control. 

Coalition Meeting the UK is hosting a meeting in London on Tuesday to discuss further coalition planning. Unclear who 
from the Department will attend, but the USG will send representation. The UK plans for this meeting to be larger than tlie 
meeting held by the French last week, to include parties previously excluded including the Turks. 




U.S. Envoy to Libya : We continue to look at options for moving Chris Stevens into Libya. Pressure is on for this to happen 
soon. 



Special Assistant 

Office of Deputy Secretary Thomas Nides 
U.S. Department of State 
HST 7240 
202-647-5094 
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From: Nides, Thomas R </0=SBUSTATE/OU=SES/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=NIDESTR> 

Sent: Monday, June 13, 201 1 1 : 13 PM 

Subject: Re: Latest on Benghazi Staffing, June 13 


So why is everyone leaving? 


From 

Sent: Monday, June 13, 2011 10:53 AM 

To: Nides, Thomas R 

Cc: 

Subject: Latest on Benghazi Staffing, June 13 

Tom, 

The latest from Benghazi: 

• We have drawn down State and USAID personnel in Benghazi to 13 people. One additional person 
will depart on Wednesday, bringing total staff to 12. 

• Six of the eight foreign missions staying at the Tibesti Hotel have departed; only the Spanish and 
Greeks remain, 

• We continue to stay at a secure compound, but will need to depart by Thursday. Pat will call to see 
if we can extend our time there. Should that not work, the 12 will move to a hotel in Baida, 2.5 
hours NE of Benghazi for at least at least two weeks while OBO negotiates a contract on an already 
identified villa that could accommodate about 25 persons. 

• RM will work with NEA and OBO re: lease costs. Pat has already noted he will approve a 
compound. 

• Once we have the villa lease, DS will do additional upgrades, which will take 2-3 weeks. We will move 
staff on to the compound immediately after lease, and upgrades will be done while we are on 
property. 

• The Benghazi mission is working with NEA on reverse tripwires that must be met before growing the 
mission. AID/OFDA is interested in sending in more personnel. I reminded NEA and USAID that all 
staffing increases must be approved by deputies; Jeffs request for an additional 5 people is on hold 
until further notice. 

We have another call tomorrow at 9:30 EST regarding the current situation. 
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See some changes and am including L/DL which should dear as well. 




Please see edits. Please put me down as info; I can't clear on this paper until I talk to the Deputy. The paper 
should go ^^^^|without my clearance, as I can't get clearance from him In 2 hours. 

Thanks 


From; 

Sen t: Thursday, July 21, 2011 8:04 AM 

To: 



Subject: ACTION: Clearance on Bgzi Staffing paper| 

Please clear on the attached as soon as possible. I just learned that Benghazi is on the agenda| 
Many thanks, 



Post Management Officer 

Algeria, Egypt, Libya, Morocco, and Tunisia 

NEA-SCA/EX 


From: 

Sent^uesday^ul^g^O^Jd^O^f^^ 

To: Stevens, John C 

Cc: 

Subject: Bzi staffing, take 3 


1 
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As promised, here's an updated version of the Benghazi staffing paper that reflects input from Chris. 1 m 
heading out around noon today so I'd be grateful if someone^^^^J could take over the clearance process 
from here. Many thanks. 

«Benghazi staffing-revised.docx» 


This 

From: 

Sen t: Tuesday. July 19. 2011 9:30 AM 

To: 

Cc:k 

Subject; RE; revised Benghazi staffing paper 


I Stevens, John C 


^^^|-^|provided some comments overnight, which I'm working into the paper. I'll send a revised version 
to all of you later this morning. 


This emain^NCWSSiraD 

Sent^londay^ul^S, 2011 5:52 PM 
To : Stevens, John C 


Subject: revised Benghazi staffing paper 

Following today’s discussions about the impact of recognition on the Bzi presence. I've taken a stab at 
updating the paper that we drafted last week re Bzi staffing. Consensus seemed to be that movement toward 
a more formal status didn't make sense, so I went ahead and added that as the lead para. Any and all 
suggestions most welcome - particularly if the FO has expressed views other than what we heard from 
this morning. 

asked that we try to have something ready this week. I'm heading out at noon tomorrow, so won't be 
able to follow up on clearances. ^^^^^^Hvolunteered to take this on, if that works for MAG. 


Many thanksi 


« File: Benghazi staffing.docx » 
SBU 

This email is UNCLA5SIFIED 


2 
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Sensitive But Unclassified 


Benghazi Staffing Plans 


Given the interim nature of the TNG and our presence in Benghazi, the State Department does not 
intend to establish a formal d i plomat i c mis s ion consular or diplomatic premise in Benghazi at tfiis point 
(Tripoli remains the capital of Libya where our embassy remains!, despite the recent USG decision to 
recognize the TNG as the legitimate governing authority in Libya during this interim phase. The U nited 
States eovernment TST and the TNG have both stated their commitment to a unified, free Libya with 
Tripoli as its capital; the establishment of a f o r m a l diplomatic mission in Benghazi would undermine this 
commitment and send the wrong political message. Establishment of a form al d i p l omat i c - diplomatic or 
consular m i ss i ofi - premise in Benghazi also would set off a chain of complex legal and administrative 
requirements that do not make sense for what is intended to be a short-term presence, untii Gladhafi 
departs power and we can re open our embassv su m e- a d i p l om a t i c p rese nc e in Tripoli. Staff in Benghazi 
would remain without privileges and immunities under the Vienna Convention on Diplomatic Relations, 
except for those already accredited to the Embassy in Tripoli. We should consider receiving unilateral 
assurances from the TNG on privileges and Immunities. 

In May, Deputy Secretary Steinbere and Deputy Secretary Nides agreed to cap staffing in Benghazi at 17, 
given the security environment and objectives of the mission. While there has not been a formal 
proposal to increase staffing in Benghazi since May, State Department principals are open to discussions 
about staffing, assuming the needs and objectives are clearly outlined. The Department will also take 
into consideration any plans for staffing in Tripoli, as there are limited resources to staff missions in 
Libya. 

Even in the wake of the decision to recognize the TNG, staffing in Benghazi will continue to be limited by 
the available facilities. Deteriorating security conditions forced the team to move from the Tibesti Hotel 
on June 10; since that time, the team has been living and working in an interim location (Villa A] that can 
laccommodate only ten peopl^ Efforts are underway to identify and lease an adjoining prope^ (Villa B) 
I that could increase total staffing to 15. The State Department hopes to complete the necessary 
administrative and security arrangements for Villas A and B by August 1. The State Department also is 
{ considering leasing another adjoining property (Villa G) that could increase total staffing to 24. Due to 
the volatile security conditions and limited evacuation and extraction (E&E) capabilities, the Under 
Secretary of State for Management has ordered that any future staffing increases should not bring the 
mission above 24 individuals, the maximum lift for E&E. 

Assuming that the overall status quo continues and the security environment remains permissive, the 
State Department believes that a phased, gradual increase in staffing in Benghazi is necessary in order to 
meet the reporting, planning and management demands placed on the Special Envoy and his team - 
requirements that are sure to increase in the wake of the recognition announcement. As a first step, 
the team plans to increase staffing to 15 as soon as leasing and security arrangements are complete for 
Villas A and B. (At present there are eight persons at the mission: Stevens, poloff, IMO, and five DS 
agents.) Ghanging realities on the ground require a shift in the make-up of our staffing in Benghazi. As a 

Sensitive But Unclassified 


Comment [SACl]: Thought villa Acould only 
accommodate 7 people comfortably, and that we 
had 9 on the ground uncomfonably. We need to be 
consistent with numbers. 
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Sensitive But Unclassified 


Sensitive But Unclassified 
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From: Nides, Thomas R </0=SBUSTATE/OU=SES/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=NIDESTR> 

Sent: Sunday, September 4, 2011 10:43 PM 

gov> 

Subject: Re: SITUATION REPORT No. 14 09/04/III (SBU Version) 


Thanks. I thought u are taking a few days off.. .do it 


From: 

Sent: Sunday, September 04, 2011 06:36 PM 

To: Nides, Thomas R 

Cc: 

Subject: Fw: SITUATION REPORT No. 14 09/04/III (SBU Version) 


Latest on Libya. Also 


will be in Benghazi a few days; he arrived today. 


From: OpsAlert 

Sent: Sunday, September 04, 2011 04:06 PM 

Subject: SITUATION REPORT No. 14 09/04/III (SBU Version) 

SENSITIVE BUT UNCLASSIFIED 

Executive SECREmRiAT 

13^5 ’■ Operations Ct'nter 

SITUATION REPORT No. 14 

Libya Task Force TFLY03 

Sunday, September 04, 201 1 
1600 EDT 


LATEST DEVELOPMENTS 

• (SBU) A State Department initial assessment team arrived safely in Tripoli September 4. 

(TFLYOS/Bureau of Near Eastern Affairs e-mail) 

• (U) Renewed negotiations failed between tribal elders from the besieged town of Bani Walid, a bastion of 
support for Col. Qadhafi, and Transitional National Council (TNC) fighters stationed six miles outside the 
town. A TNC commander said TNC forces were prepared to attack the town, which is estimated to hold 100 
pro-Qadhafi soldiers. Bani Walid remains without electricity or water, and food supplies are dwindling. A 
TNC spokesperson added the hospital is out of supplies. One key anti-Qadhafi negotiator said civilians in the 
town could not move and feared they may be shot in revenge or used as human shields. 

(Reuters, BBC, The Guardian, AP) 

• (U) The TNC extended the September 3 deadline for the surrender of Sirte until September 10 after receiving 
a phone call from a Qadhafi regime figure who said Qadhafi loyalists in Sirte were willing to surrender. (CNN) 

• (U) TNC leaders said they are now sure Qadhafi’s son Khamis died in fighting around Tripoli August 29 and 
was buried near Bani Walid. Khamis Qadhafi commanded the 32nd Reinforced Brigade, the best trained and 
equipped force in the Libyan military. (BBC) 

• (SBU) The TNC’s Ministry of Foreign Affairs will move from Benghazi to Tripoli September 5 and will be 
housed in the Qadhafi-era MFA building. Deputy FM Bishari will head the ministry until a foreign minister is 
appointed. 

(TFLYOJ/OJfice of the Special Envoy to the Transitional National Council e-mail) 

• (SBU) TNC officials announced plans to train 3000 demobilized opposition fighters as police and national 
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security officers and to set up training and scholarships for others, according to press. The Office of the Special 
Envoy to the TNG comments the key issues will be recruitment and salary payment. 

(TFLY03/ Office of the Special Envoy to the Transitional National Council e-mail, Reuters) 

• (SBU) Ismail Salabi, an Islamist commander in the anti-Qadhafi February 17 Brigade, called for the TNG to 
resign, media report. The Office of the Special Envoy to the TNG comments Salabi’s statement echoes the 
views of other Islamists in Libya. 

(TFLY03/ Office of the Special Envoy to the Transitional National Council e-mail, Reuters) 

• (U) Algeria’s prime minister defended his country’s decision to shelter members of Qadhafi’s family as a 
humanitarian gesture. (Reuters) 

INTERNATIONAL REACTIONS 

• (U) UN Special Envoy on Post-Gonflict Planning in Libya Martin said the TNG needed to form a single 
public security force to stem weapons proliferation. Martin added the TNG needed to start the electoral process 
soon if it is to honor its commitment to building democracy. (Reuters) 

• (SBU) Russian Foreign Minister Lavrov said members of Libya’s former government should participate in 
the process of reconciliation, media report. The Libya desk comments the statements fall in line with earlier 
plans offered by the African Union and UN Special Envoy to Libya al-Khatib. Finding individuals not 
implicated in the worst acts of the Qadhafi regime but with the knowledge to meet the new government’s 
technical needs will be challenging. (TFLY03/IJbya desk telcon and e-mail, Reuters) 

• (U) The Republic of Korea (ROK) will re-open its embassy in Tripoli by September 10. ROK diplomats, 
including Ambassador Jo Dae-Sik, are working from Tunisia. (AFP) 

HUMANITARIAN HIGHLIGHTS 

• (SBU) There are approximately 125,000 internally displaced Libyans, including 38,000 around Tripoli, 
51,000 in eastern Libya, and 35,000 in the Nafusa Mountains in western Libya. (TFLY03/Bureau of 
Population, Refugees, and Migration e-mail) 

• (SBU) Human Rights Watch issued a report detailing where sub-Saharan migrants and Libyans of sub- 
Saharan origin are being detained. 

(TFLY03/Bureau of Population, Refugees, and Migration e-mail) 

• (SBU) UN Humanitarian Air Services said it will fly into Misrata starting September 4 as an alternative to 
the airport in Tripoli, which remains closed. Other humanitarian flights are currently arriving in Benghazi, 
Gairo, Valletta, and Djerba, Tunisia. 

(TFLY03/Bureau of Near Eastern Affairs e-mail) 

• (U) For additional information, please see the attached LIBYA: Supplemental Humanitarian Update #108. 


Additional updates on events in WEAPONS PROLIFERATION are available through our classified website at 

http://ses.state.sgov.gov 

Drafted: Approved; 

Dist: State (all bureaus), NSS, OSD. NMCC, JCS, CIA, OSC, NCTC, DHS, DNI 

SENSITIVE BUT UNCLASSIFIED 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 


EXHIBIT 6 
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Nides, Thomas R </0=SBUSTATE/OU=SES/CN=REClPIENTS/CN=NIDESTR> 
Tuesday, September 13, 2011 8:56 PM 

Re: Update on regional security at NEA posts 


it didn't come up...uniess i wasn't paying attention. 


From: 

Sent: Tuesday, September 13, 2011 08:47 PM 
To: Nides, Thomas R 

Subject: FW: Update on regionai security at NEA posts 
Tom, 

i understand this was discussed i wanted you to see the latest on regional security at NEA posts 
regarding the PA/UNGA issue. 

Thanks 


From: 

Sen t: Tuesday, September 13, 2011 1:07 PM 

To: 

Cc: NEA-StafT-Assistants-DL; S_SpecialAssistants; 

Subject: RE: Update on regional security at NEA posts 

All NEA Posts have been on a heightened state of alert since January 201 1 with the 
beginning of the Arab Spring, followed by the death of Usama bin Laden in May 2011, and 
most recently due to the 9/1 1 anniversary. All posts held Emergency Action Committee 
meetings to review their security posture in advance of the 9/1 1 anniversary. Most posts have 
been actively monitoring daily and weekly civil unrest (Tel Aviv, Jerusalem, Damascus, 

Algiers, Beirut, Casablanca, Rabat, Cairo, Sanaa, and Tunis), while other posts are responding 
to specific threats of varying degrees of credibility (Jeddah, Kuwait City, Riyadh, Abu Dhabi, 
and Dubai). Recent Emergency Action Committee meetings reflect that all security measures 
being taken are appropriate given local conditions and additional security support is being 
provided to the region as requested. 

The special missions in Tripoli and Benghazi have nnique reqnirements and as such, have 
a need for additional security resources and personnel. These resources include additional 
security personnel from three Mobile Security Deployment (MSD) teams, fully armored 
vehicles (FAVs), tactical radios, personnel trackers, and other special security equipment. 
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While U.S. Embassy Sana’a’s Ordered Departure status recently expired, their security 
posture continues to be augmented by a USMC Fleet Antiterrorism Support Team (FAST) and 
an MSD team. As the nmnber of Mission personnel continues to grow, transportation between 
U.S. Embassy housing, the Sheraton and the Embassy will continue to require close scrutiny. 

The recent attack on the Israeli Embassy in Cairo has returned our U.S. Embassy in Cairo 
to a state of heightened alert. This attack is a cause for concern in the region as similar attacks 
against Israeli embassies may result in U.S. Missions having to respond in a similar fashion. 

Daily we communicate with NEA posts concerning any possible threats or potential 
incidents. Our missions are poised to adjust their security posture in light of any regional 
political and economic developments, including any reactions stemming from UN Security 
Council or General Assembly resolutions. 


SBU 

This email is UNCLASSIFIED. 


From: Waller, Robert [mailto:| 

Sent: Monday, September 12, 2011 3:48 PM 
To: NEA-Staff-Assistants-DL 


Cc: Walles, Jacob; Kumar, Prem G.; Simon, Steven 
Subject: regional security plan 


SA's: 

'ill be looking to State for an update on the security posture of our NEA posts in 
advance of UNGA, and an assurance that all the necessary resources are in place. I understand that Prem has already 
given NEA a heads up that State/Emb. Cairo will need to be prepared to brief this with respect to Embassy Cairo, but it 
might be a good idea to begin work on a short paper that shows a plan for all of the regional posts. 


Heads up that 


Please flag this for S special assistants and DepSec Nides' staff as well. 


Thanks, 


Rob 
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UnUed SldDSQ<D>rln)cptidFState 


WasMntton.D.a 20S10 


ISTATE-SCB00474 1 3-MOU| 


SENSITIVE BtJT IJNCLASSIFIF.n December 27, 20 1 1 

ACTION MEMO FOR UNDER SECRETARY KENNEDY - M 



FROM; NEA - Jeffrey Feltman J 
SUBJECT: Future of Operations In Benghazi, Libya 
Rccoinniendation 1: 


That you approve a continued U.S. presence in Benghazi through the end of 
calendar year 2012; and that you approve a combined footprint of 33 U.S. 
government personnel in Benghazi, including eight State Department and USAID 
and two TDY beds. 


Approve 


Disapprove 


Recommendation 2: 


That you approve the release of the existing State Department lease in Benghazi on 
Villa A; and that you approve the retention of Villas B and C for office and 
residential space for the State Department presence. 




Background 


The Transitional National Council (TNQ recently declared Libya liberated and 
moved the center of TNC operations from Benghazi to Tripoli. Chris Stevens, the 
Department's original Special Envoy to the TNCj has been replaced by Bureau of 
Political Military Affairs officer Mike Miller, who previously served at Embassy 
Tripoli. Entry level officer Nathan Tek transitioned to Tripoli in mid-December 
and USAID has shifted its permanent presence to Tripoli. Because of budget 
constraints and the reduced footprint. Diplomatic Security's current presence 
consists of two Special Agents, with an additional three slots currently unflllerL 


SENSITIVE BUT UNCLASSIFIED 


coMseasr Date: 10120/2015 
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SENSITIVE BUTUNCLASSIFlEn 

With Information Management Officer (1M0)/Management Officer Dana Pierce, 
the permanent presence in Benghazi is five, down from an approved footprint of 
17. Tile current leases are paid through February 4, 2012, and extendable at our 
discretion through 2015. 

Although our presence in Benghazi has shnink considerably since the reopening of 
the Embassy in Tripoli, I would like to maintain a small State-run presence in 
Benghazi through the end of calendar year 2012, to include the critical summer 
elections period. Headed by an FS-02 or GS-14 officer, this office would work in 
close coordination with Tripoli on political and economic reporting, public 
diplomacy and commercial work in the eastern part of Libya and serve as “host" 
for the activities ofUSAID, PM, and any other U.S. government TDY personnel in 
Benghazi. Because this would be a smaller operation, Benghazi would continue to 
be supported by one IRM TDYer for communications and management issues and 
one NEA TDY reporting officer in addition to the TDY head Of operations. NEA 
also would support the continuaHon of an LES PSA position to provide translation, 
policy, and administrative support. With the full complement of five Special 
Agents, our permanent presence would include eight U.S. direct hire employees, 
two slots for TDY PM and USAID officers, and one LES program assistant. 

A continued presence in Benghazi will emphasize U.S. interest in the eastern part 
of Libya. Many Libyans have said the U.S. presence in Benghazi has a salutary, 
calming effiect on easterners who are fearful that the new focus on Tripoli could 
once again lead to their neglect and exclusion from reconstruction and wealth 
distribution and strongly favor a permanent U.S. presence in the form of a full 
consulate. They feel the United States will help ensure they are dealt with fairly. 
TNC officials have said some government agencies may shift their headquarters to 
Benghazi (such as the National Oil Company). Other government agencies and 
corporations already have their headquarters in Benghazi and will likely remain 
there for tlie foreseeable future. The team will be able to monitor political trends 
(Islamists, tribes, political parties, militias) and public sentiment regarding the 
“new Libya," as well as report on the critical period leading up to and through 
Libya's first post-Qadhafi elections. Programmatic benefits to a continued U.S. 
presence in Benghazi include building on USAID/OTl's programs to strengthen 
civil society groups, media training, and capacity building in municipal councils. 
We should continue to engage with the populace, particularly with the large 
population of Libyan youth, an important and receptive audience with high 
expectations for the post-revolution period. 

SENSITIVE BUr UNCLASSIFIED 
2 


C05456837 Dale 10/20/2015 

STATE DEPT • REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMM 
REVIEWCO FOR SENSITIVE INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU NO FOIA WAIVER 


807 


STATE DEPT • REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENCHAZI COMM 
REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU NO FOlA WAIVER 
C054S6837 Date; 10.'20‘'2015 


SENSITIVE BUT UNCLASSIFlEn 

Italy, Tunisia, Morocco, Malta, Finland, Turkey, Egypt, Sweden, Sudan, and the 
Palestinian Authority all have consulates in Benghazi. In informal conversations, 
representatives of the United Kingdom and French have said their governments 
would be unlikely to maintain offices there for budgetary reasons. The European 
Union and the United Nations have not announced whether they will maintain 
long-term presences in Benghazi. 

Facilities 

The current Benghazi State platform (Villas A, B, and C) is a 13-acrc walled 
compound with 3.5 villas, office space, and a dining hall. Although all groups 
have come to the conclusion that 


Tripoli Facility Manager George Ibarra recently traveled to Benghazi to study a 
proposed villa compound (Villa D - see Tab) and 

determined that the electrical, plumbing and physical security work needed to 
bring the facility up to an acceptable standard would negate any cost savings of the 
move. 

The current Villa Compound is much larger than we need for the duration of our 
presence in Benghazi. We currently pay $70, 000/month for the three properties (A 
- S28, 000/month, B - $14, 000/month, and C - S28.000/month). NEA proposes to 
release the Villa A properly and use Villa C for residential and Villa B for offices, 
dining facility, and TOY housing. If you agree with this course of action, NBA 
will work with DS to rapidly implement a series of corrective security measures as 
part of the consolidation of tlu State footprint We have one^year leases renewable 
for up to three additional one-year periods on these villas, with an option to 
terminate without fuiancial penalty after the first six months, with sixty days 
notice. In order to avoid any additional rent payments on Villa A, NEA proposes 
to give immediate notice of termination, but would like to retain the leases on 
Villas B and C through the end of calendar year 2012 or until such time as an 
appropriate alternate property can be found that would allow for co-location of all 
U.S. government personnel in Benghazi. 

Attachment: 

Tab - Benghazi proposal 
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Approved: 

Drafted: 

Cleared: 


NEA^O; Jeftrey D. Feltman. 
NEA-SCA/EX - Karen Keshap,’' 



NEA/PO; RMaxweil vr; 
NEA-SCA/EX: LLohman ' * 
NEA/MAG: ESidcreas 
NEA-SCA/EX: KHanson 
NEA-SCA/EX/PMO: GKHill 


NEA'SCA/BX/Budget: VLavvrcncc 
M: EDar 

OBO/FO: JHochuli, Acting 
DS: OSmitft, Acting 
KM: KEisenbardt 
A: JFlynn 
D(N): SCarl-Yodcf 
D(B): JSawyer 
P: CGrantham 
Benghazi: MMiller 
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EXHIBIT 8 


“Those who cannot remember the past are condemned to repeat it. ” 
— George Santayana, Reason in Common Sense (1 905) 

INTRODUCTION 


Pursuant to Title III of the Omnibus Diplomatic and Antiterrorism Act of 
1986, 22 U.S.C. § 483 1 et seq., (the “Act”), Secretary of State Hillary Rodham 
Clinton convened an Accountability Review Board (ARB) for Benghazi to 
examine the facts and circumstances surrounding the September 1 1-12, 2012, 
killings of four U.S. government personnel, including the U.S. Ambassador to 
Libya, John Christopher Stevens, in Benghazi, Libya. A series of attacks on 
September 1 1-12, 2012 involving arson, small-arms and machine-gun lire, and use 
of rocket-propelled grenades (RPGs), grenades and mortars, focused on two U.S. 
facilities in Benghazi, as well as U.S. personnel en route between the two facilities. 
In addition, the attacks severely wounded two U.S. personnel, injured three Libyan 
contract guards and resulted in the destruction and abandonment of both facilities - 
the U.S. Special Mission compound (SMC) and Annex. 

Four Board members were selected by the Secretary of State and one 
member from the intelligence community (IC) was selected by the Director for 
National Intelligence. Ambassador Thomas R. Pickering served as Chairman, with 
Admiral Michael Mullen as Vice Chairman. Additional members were Catherine 
Bertini, Richard Shinnick, and Hugh Turner, who represented the IC. 

The criminal investigation of the September 11-12, 2012, Benghazi attacks, 
for which the statutory responsibility rests with the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
(FBI), was still underway at the time of this report. The Board enjoyed excellent 
cooperation with the Department of Justice and FBI throughout preparation of this 
report. The key questions surrounding the identity, actions and motivations of the 
perpetrators remain to be determined by the ongoing criminal investigation. 

As called for by the Act, this report examines: whether the attacks were 
security related; whether security systems and procedures were adequate and 
implemented properly; the impact of intelligence and information availability; 
whether any other facts or circumstances in these cases may be relevant to 
appropriate security management of U.S. missions worldwide; and, finally, 
whether any U.S. government employee or contractor, as defined by the Act, 
breached her or his duty. 
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The Benghazi attacks represented the first murder of a U.S. ambassador 
since 1988, and took place 1 1 years to the day after the terrorist attacks of 
September II, 2001. Ambassador Stevens personified the U.S. commitment to a 
free and democratic Libya. His knowledge of Arabic, his ability to move in all 
sectors of the population, and his wide circle of friends, particularly in Benghazi, 
marked him as an exceptional practitioner of modem diplomacy. The U.S. Special 
Mission in Benghazi, established in November 201 1, was the successor to his 
highly successful endeavor as Special Envoy to the rebel-led government that 
eventually toppled Muammar Qaddafi in fall 2011. The Special Mission bolstered 
U.S. support for Libya’s democratic transition through engagement with eastern 
Libya, the birthplace of the revolt against Qaddafi and a regional power center. 

The Benghazi attacks took place against a backdrop of significantly 
increased demands on U.S. diplomats to be present in the world’s most dangerous 
places to advance American interests and connect with populations beyond 
capitals, and beyond host governments’ reach. With State Department civilians at 
the forefront of U.S. efforts to stabilize and build capacity in Iraq, as the U.S. 
military draws down in Afghanistan, and with security threats growing in volatile 
environments where the U.S. military is not present - from Peshawar to Bamako - 
the Bureau of Diplomatic Security (DS) is being stretched to the limit as never 
before. DS overall has done a fine job protecting thousands of employees in some 
273 U.S. diplomatic missions around the world. No diplomatic presence is without 
risk, given past attempts by terrorists to pursue U.S. targets worldwide. And the 
total elimination of risk is a non-starter for U.S. diplomacy, given the need for the 
U.S. government to be present in places where stability and security are often most 
profoundly lacking and host government support is sometimes minimal to non- 
existent. 

The Benghazi attacks also took place in a context in which the global 
terrorism threat as most often represented by al Qaeda (AQ) is fragmenting and 
increasingly devolving to local affiliates and other actors who share many of AQ’s 
aims, including violent anti-Americanism, without necessarily being organized or 
operated under direct AQ command and control. This growing, diffuse range of 
terrorist and hostile actors poses an additional challenge to American security 
officers, diplomats, development professionals and decision-makers seeking to 
mitigate risk and remain active in high threat environments without resorting to an 
unacceptable total fortress and stay-at-home approach to U.S. diplomacy. 


UNCLASSIFIED 
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For many years the State Department has been engaged in a struggle to 
obtain the resources necessary to carry out its work, with varying degrees of 
success. This has brought about a deep sense of the importance of husbanding 
resources to meet the highest priorities, laudable in the extreme in any government 
department. But it has also had the effect of conditioning a few State Department 
managers to favor restricting the use of resources as a general orientation. There is 
no easy way to cut through this Gordian knot, all the more so as budgetary 
austerity looms large ahead. At the same time, it is imperative for the State 
Department to be mission-driven, rather than resource-constrained - particularly 
when being present in increasingly risky areas of the world is integral to U.S. 
national security. The recommendations in this report attempt to grapple with 
these issues and err on the side of increased attention to prioritization and to luller 
support for people and facilities engaged in working in high risk, high threat areas. 
The solution requires a more serious and sustained commitment from Congress to 
support State Department needs, which, in total, constitute a small percentage both 
of the frill national budget and that spent for national security. One overall 
conclusion in this report is that Congress must do its part to meet this challenge 
and provide necessary resources to the State Department to address security risks 
and meet mission imperatives. 

Mindful of these considerations, the ARB has examined the terrorist attacks 
in Benghazi with an eye towards how we can better advance American interests 
and protect our personnel in an increasingly complex and dangerous world. This 
Board presents its findings and recommendations with the unanimous conclusion 
that while the United States cannot retreat in the face of such challenges, we must 
work more rigorously and adeptly to address them, and that American diplomats 
and security professionals, like their military colleagues, serve the nation in an 
inherently risky profession. Risk mitigation involves two imperatives - 
engagement and security - which require wise leadership, good intelligence and 
evaluation, proper defense and strong preparedness and, at times, downsizing, 
indirect access and even withdrawal. There is no one paradigm. Experienced 
leadership, close coordination and agility, timely informed decision making, and 
adequate frinding and personnel resources are essential. The selfless courage of the 
four Americans who died in the line of duty in Benghazi on September 11-12, 
2012, as well as those who were injured and all those who valiantly fought to save 
their colleagues, inspires all of us as we seek to draw the right lessons from that 
tragic night. 


UNCLASSIFIED 
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LAWRENCE KORB: Good morning. My name is Larry Korb, and on behalf of our 
president, John Podesta, my colleagues in the national security team, I’d like to welcome you to 
this discussion, this event to talk about a unified national security budget. 

Some seven years ago, I began working with some of my colleagues here, with Miriam 
Pemberton on a unified national security budget. And our latest iteration is out there for you. 
Please take as many copies as you’d like. 

Our approach basically has been that when you’re looking at national security, you 
should not look just at the Department of Defense — or, as we call it, the offensive component — 
you should also look at the defensive component, which is homeland security; and the 
preventive, if you will, of State Department and AID. Some people call it the three Ds: defense, 
development and diplomacy. And this is the way you need to look at it if you really want to 
ensure that whatever amount of money you’re spending, you get the most bang for the - for the - 
for the buck. 

It’s interesting that over the years this concept - when we first started here back with 
Miriam, myself and under the leadership of Bob Boorstin, our initial chairman here of our 
national security division, most people did not pay attention to it and thought it was somewhat 
naive. But over the years, people have more and more accepted the - accepted the concept, even 
people in the Department of Defense, like Admiral Mullen, who has said it’s time to invest in 
other departments, such as Homeland Security, intelligence and the State Department, whose 
budget pales compared to massive Pentagon funding. 

And even recently, just recently this year. Admiral Mullen said, “My fear, quite frankly, 
is that we aren’t moving fast enough in this regard. U.S. foreign policy is still too dominated by 
the military.” 

And if you get a chance to look at our report, you’ll see that for every dollar we spend on 
State and AID, we spend $12 for Defense. For every dollar we spend on homeland security, we 
spend $ 1 1 on the Pentagon budget. And our fear this year is that things may get worse because, 
as we deal with this situation, people - with our deficit situation, people might be more willing to 
go after the State Department and AID rather than the Department of Defense. 

Now, in addition to Admiral Mullen, other people who have embraced the concept 
include the - when they had the Quadrennial Defense Review review by Steve Hadley and Bill 
Perry, they said let’s have a unified national security budget. And of course it’s sort of good 
news and bad news. On our first part of the deficit reduction package, they do talk about security 
spending in terms of what they need to do. 

Now, today we’re going to have - we’re going to have - our keynote speaker is going to 
be the deputy secretary of state, Tom Nides, and he will speak for about 10 or 15 minutes. And 
then we’ll have a panel, which will be composed of Miriam, our - who’ s the leader in this 
project and who’s a senior fellow at the Institute for Policy Analysis; and Rich Verma, who is 
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now a member of our team here at CAP and until recently was assistant secretary of state for 
legislative affairs. 

Now, I can’t think of a person more qualified to be the deputy secretary of state than our 
speaker today. Secretary Nides has experience in the business sector with Morgan Stanley. He’s 
worked over on the Hill, where he was a top aide to Tom Foley when Tom Foley was speaker. 
He’s also - before this appointment worked in the executive branch as - working for the U.S. - 
United States trade representative. 

And if I can quote an interview he gave to The Cable, he said, “The DOD budget is’’ 
“national security;’’ State and AID are likewise. 

Please join me in welcoming Secretary Nides. (Applause.) 

THOMAS NIDES: Thank you very much. Thank you, Larry. I want to thank everyone 
for being here in August. I hope this is not considered a vacation day for those of you who are 
sitting in the audience. If so, that’s quite sad. 

I want to thank Larry and Miriam for, quite frankly, the hard work they have done on 
thinking how we can better spend taxpayers’ money to protect and enhance our national security. 

I also want to thank my pal Rich Verma. As you know. Rich has left a few months ago 
as the assistant secretary for legislative affairs. I want to be clear. There’s probably no finer 
assistant secretary this administration had than Rich Verma. You don’t have to ask me. You can 
ask about anyone at the White House that will also attest to my good words. 

We probably wouldn’t have a New START treaty, a defense trade agreement with the 
U.K. or Australia; or sanctions against Iran; and much, much more without Rich’s fantastic 
assistance. And I, along with about just every other senior official at the State Department, 
wouldn’t have their job, either, because Rich was in charge of getting us all confirmed. And for 
me, that was a heavy lift. So I am appreciative and thank Rich for all the work he’s done not 
only on behalf of myself and my colleagues but on behalf of the American people. 

And even though he’s not here, I want to thank my friend lohn Podesta because he’s built 
one heck of an organization and he deserves an enormous amount of credit. 

As I said, thanks to Rich, I have a great job that I’ve had for about nine months. As 
deputy secretary of state, I could be focused on many issues and in many places. But few things 
are as important to me than fighting for the resources that our diplomats and development 
experts need to enhance our national security and our economic security. Few things are more 
important than making the case for security, economic and humanitarian assistance. And few 
things are more important than making sure that Washington appropriates funding in a rational 
way. 


Beginning in 2007, the Department of State and USAID’s budgets dramatically 
increased, and credit starts with Secretary Condoleezza Rice. Secretary Clinton picked up where 
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she left off and pushed forward a - strong budgets for the State Department and USAID. We 
made great strides in getting additional resources to elevate diplomacy and development 
alongside our military. As the three pillars of our national security, we added foreign service 
officers and civil servants. We invested in programs to combat hunger, illness and poverty, and 
we increased our diplomatic presence in places like Iraq, Afghanistan and Pakistan. 

The reality is that State and USAID and the military are working more closely together in 
places around the world than ever in our history. I saw it when I was - in travel to Iraq, in 
Pakistan and early this summer in Afghanistan. You can see it when our diplomats and 
development officers are working hand in glove with the military to respond to humanitarian 
crisises [sic] in Japan and Haiti. Around the world, you will find representatives from across the 
interagency and the security establishment working together on joint missions on behalf of the 
country. They don’t think about which subcommittee funds them or what respective budget 
allocations are. They really just don’t care. All they know is that they work together with a 
common purpose and often in dangerous and deadly environments. We need a budget that 
reflects this reality, but as everyone knows, we’re facing the process of major budget cuts. These 
cuts could be the most significant we have had in two decades and they could have a devastating 
impact on the work that we do. 

Let me put our situation in clear and stark terms for you. In the fiscal 2011 budget, which 
has now been finished. State and USAID took a massive hit, a 13.6 percent cut from what the 
administration believed we needed in 2011. And although it’s unclear what’s going to happen in 
2012, we could face more catastrophic cuts, which I’ll get to in a minute. 

Secretary Clinton has made the case that State and USAID are essential to our national 
security and ought to be considered part of a national security budget, which Larry and Miriam 
recommended in their paper. Secretary Clinton and key allies - Secretary Clinton has very - 
several key allies in making the argument - current, former defense secretaries; the chairman of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff; and numerous senior military officials. Now, for the first time as part 
of the debt-ceiling legislation just passed. State and USAID funding are included in a national 
security budget alongside spending for defense, intelligence, homeland security, the veterans’ 
programs and military construction. That is the good news. But there is real risk that Congress 
could decide to shield defense spending and other categories of spending by cutting everything 
else. And that, my friends, is the bad news. 

The House Foreign Affairs Committee already approved the State Department budget 
that included substantial cuts, as well as potentially debilitating restrictions, on how we can 
spend our money. The House Appropriations Subcommittee approved a bill that provides just 
$36.9 billion of our core budget, which is an 18 percent cut. The House did accept the 
president’s proposal for the for the “overseas contingency operations’’ account, or what you 
might have heard of, called OCO, to pay for the temporary and extraordinary costs in Iraq, 
Afghanistan and Pakistan. This is the same approach that DOD takes. By isolating the 
extraordinary costs from - for these three countries, OCO has the effect of showing that the core 
budget for State and USAID - the core budget, which manages our day-to-day operations - is 
relatively flat from 2010 to 2012. 
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As we increase the cost in these three countries around $4 billion for State and USAID, 
the Defense Department’s OCO spending is coming down by $45 billion. So to repeat: As our 
cost of our OCO is going up by $4 billion in 2012 for our operations in Iraq, the DOD’s cost is 
going down by $45 billion. 

Now, in the business world, they call that leveraging an investment, investing $4 to save 
45 (dollars). Although the OCO account is helpful - it is helpful - we cannot just fund our 
efforts in the frontline states and gut our base budget for everything else we do in the world. So 
the question is what do we do about it? 

We at State and USAID are not trying to rob the Pentagon to pay ourselves. I am not 
here today to talk about cutting military spending. Our goal is to match our spending on 
diplomacy and development and the military with our national security challenges. I’ve said this 
until I am blue in my face and I’ll repeat it again: The State Department and USAID make up 
about 1 percent of the federal budget. Deep and disproportionate cuts in the State and USAID 
won’t do anything or make any sense if our goal is to enhance our national security. 

We know that resources are necessary to advance our national security interests and 
prosperity around the world, and we are at risk of not getting them. This is no time to retreat 
from the world, because as everyone knows, it is a critical moment in our foreign policy. We 
have a chance to capitalize on opportunities in the Middle East and to be part of an historic pivot 
point in the Arab world. We have the chance to invest in programs to curb and even prevent 
humanitarian crisises [sic]. We need the resources to sustain our diplomatic presence and 
effectiveness in Iraq, Afghanistan and Pakistan. 

And we need the resources to advance our economic agenda as well. Our economic 
officers and our ambassadors work to open markets abroad and create jobs at home. They 
facilitate trade and travel and tourism. This is especially important at this moment as our 
economy recovers from a very long recession. 

The reality is that if we don’t seize these opportunities, someone else will. As Secretary 
Clinton has said, other countries will promote their own models and serve their own best 
interests. They will create jobs elsewhere rather than in the United States. They will claim the 
mantle of global leadership. We should not allow this to happen. 

We recognize as well as everyone else that we get value from every dollar spent. We 
have to be able to justify each dollar we spend every day, and we have to be fixated on 
improving what I like to refer as our rate of return. That is why Secretary Clinton, with Rich, 
undertook the QDDR, the Quadrennial Diplomacy and Development Review, which is the first 
of its kind, top-to-bottom review of how the State Department works and how it doesn’t work 
and how we can operate more effectively and efficiently in the 2U‘ century. To her credit, most 
organizations wait until a crisis breaks out to undertake such an initiative. Secretary Clinton 
started the QDDR when things were going pretty well. 

With Secretary Clinton’s leadership, we’re undertaking more public-private partnerships 
with NGOs and, yes, with the business community as well. Most importantly, in this difficult 
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budgetary climate, we have to make our case to win it. Humanitarian security and economic 
assistance in tough times and in not so tough times are often the first buckets of spending to get 
thrown out the window. I understand that most Americans think that the foreign assistance 
makes up 25 percent of our budget, even though, as I said, it’s only about 1 percent. The 
positive side, however, is that when asked how much we ought to be spending on foreign 
assistance, people say between 10 (percent) and 15 percent, which I’ll take. (Laughter.) 

Finally, we’re not making this case alone, as Larry pointed out. There is bipartisan 
support for what we do. Senator Lindsey Graham understands as well as anyone the importance 
of State and USAID’s work for our national security. General Dave Petraeus, our new CIA 
director; Admiral Mullen and Leon Panetta understand the role of diplomacy and development in 
enhancing our national security. Bill Gates, Bono and the former Senate Majority Leader Bill 
Frist, who just returned from the Horn of Africa with Jill Biden, all understand our mission. 
NGOs, and just as importantly, the business community also understands that diplomacy and 
development support are national security. They understand that our national security and 
economic security and our leadership role in the world are at stake if these cuts are too dramatic. 

We recognize the threat that the deficit and the long-term debt poses to our national 
security, but there is a smart and balanced approach to deficit reduction. What we don’t need to 
do is hammer at a bipartisan programs [sic] that over time have created safer, more stable and, 
quite frankly, a more prosperous world. 

I want to thank the Center for American Progress and Larry and Miriam and Rich for 
giving me a chance to speak, and I’m more than happy to take a few of your questions. Thank 
you very much. (Applause.) 

MR. : (Off mic.) Now we’ll go to the second phase. We will ask a few questions to 
the secretary, then, we’ll open it up to the audience if you will be with us - [inaudible] - says 
until 10:28. So Jonathan - (inaudible) — and then we’ll go. 

All right. Miriam, do you have a question for the secretary? 

MIRIAM PEMBERTON: Yeah, thanks a lot. 

I really appreciated your remarks. One point that I especially noted was when you talked 
about diplomacy and development aides working hand in glove with the military. So sometimes 
unified security budgeting is sort of lumped with integrated operations. And, you know, when 
one partner has most of the money, that partner tends to call most of the shots. And so I wonder 
how you balance the need for working with the Pentagon on integrated operations while 
preserving the integrity and the independence of the State Department as the lead agency in U.S. 
foreign policy. 

MR. NIDES: Well, it’s a - that’s a - first of all, thank you. That’s a very good question, 
because I - as someone who is new to the world of diplomacy and realizing the sensitivity 
between our prerogatives and making sure that our prerogatives are secured, this debate comes 
up quite a bit. One of the things - it starts in the top. Hillary Clinton, when she came in. 
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established a very clear, strong relationship with Bob Gates. And that has basically - has been 
pushed down throughout both of our buildings. 

She made it very clear that we were going to work hand in hand with them in 
Afghanistan - the idea of kind of clear and hold, the idea that they would be clear that we’d be 
holding with our diplomatic presence. 

What we’re doing in Iraq - as you know, we’re about ready to embark into the largest 
military-civilian transition since the Marshall Plan. What we’re doing hand-in-hand in Pakistan 
is totally connected. 

So first it started at the top. And I think, quite frankly, that relationship has created 
unbelievable synergy. I would think - and again, I may be delusional but I would say that if you 
asked people at the State Department, the relationship between us and the military has probably 
never been as good as it is today for a variety of reasons: One, personalities; two, that there is a 
need for coexistence, because, just as you point out, they can’t do it without us and we can’t do it 
without them. 

But make it clear: We — the chief of mission authority is extremely strong. At the end of 
the day - the role of Karl Eikenberry, having worked with General Petraeus and now with Ryan 
Crocker working with General John Allen - that relationship is completely equal. There is - 1 
had a civits (ph) yesterday with both of them, and you can just sense from them the pure quality 
of their relationship. So I’m - and I watch this closely, because I certainly understand the issues 
around the State Department prerogatives, but if it’s FMF, which is foreign military sales and 
activities, I feel that we, obviously, have an enormous say on how that proceeds - programs that 
we’re working in Afghanistan, everything around transition. 

There is a - there’s a mutual respect, but there’s also a mutual need. They need our help 
and we need theirs. And so I believe - and I think you’d have to ask my colleagues at the State 
Department but I think - 1 think we have the balance correct and I think, quite frankly, Feon 
Panetta - Defense Secretary Panetta and Secretary - and Secretary Clinton also have a long 
history of a relationship, as you know. And I think, again, that helps a great deal, because of a 
lot of this is personality-driven as well, throughout the building. So I feel pretty good about it, 
but Rich is - quite frankly, probably could even express views because he was - had been there 
at the beginning of the term. But I feel very good about where that is and the prerogatives that 
both buildings have. 

MR. KORB: Rich, do you have a question for Tom? Or do you want to give us some of 
your experience trying to deal with the Hill to get them, you know, to not be so tough on your 
former employer there? 

RICHARD VERMA: Sure. How long do you have to - for me to talk about this? I’ll 
tell you, when we came in, we had a great team that knew the Hill. I mean, to have Jack Few 
that worked for the speaker of the House, to have Jim Steinberg that worked for Senator 
Kennedy, and then to have Secretary Clinton, a former senator - these are people that not only 
understood the intricacies of the budget and appropriations process and how 0MB worked, they 
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also understood what - the case they had to make to the American people and to their elected 
officials in order to get the money, and the first two years that they were there were very 
successful. And to have Tom come in right behind them and continue that obviously in a much 
different environment, it’s definitely a tough go, but you know, this is, as you said, Larry, the 
best guy for the - for the job. 

I do have a question, Tom, though, about this idea of diplomacy and development as 
national security. I know this is something that we’ve all argued for many years but now I 
wonder, is there some kind of perhaps buyer’s remorse. Are we - is this a matter of be careful 
what you’ve asked for? Because now we’re there, now the law has been changed so that security 
spending, you know, is subject to the - to the budget framework that was laid out at the end of 
July, early August. We are security spending: Still a good development, still the right thing to 
argue for? 

MR. NIDES: Oh, without question. Listen, I - it’s a question of which pot you want to 
be in, right? So obviously there is a - the thematic notion that development alongside defense 
and diplomacy alongside defense and development is a - is important symbolically, but in a 
rational world in where - let’s be clear. Defense has substantially more money than the State 
Department and USAID do. Obviously, over the years, the Defense budget has been shielded 
from many of the cuts over the last five to seven years. So part of the strategy obviously is to be 
in the bucket where obviously the cuts have been shielded and symbolically and realistically. 

I mean, go figure, of course, once we get that done, they start cutting some of the Defense 
spending, but that’s - you know, that is obviously the reality of the world in which we’re living. 
That said, if I had to ask the question would I rather be in the national security frame or could be 
competing with - you know, against dollars for education, health, the environment. I’d like to be 
where we are now. So I think that the argument you all made over the last few years is the right 
- not only symbolic because it’s real and it’s real on the ground. And now having spent time in 
Afghanistan and Pakistan and Iraq and these frontline states, I see it every day. I mean, I - when 
I go to Kandahar and I met a PRT and I - and I had the military, the generals and the - and the - 
and the military standing next to us and talking about the civilian importance of what they’re 
doing within civil society, that’s what it’s all about. That’s a - that’s a combined national 
security argument. 

On the - on the money, listen, we’re going to have to - we’re going to have to convince 
the Hill that the cuts need to be reasonable and they need to be balanced. And the good news is I 
think Defense Secretary Panetta understands that as a former 0MB head, as a former member of 
Congress. Certainly - Admiral Mullen certainly has believed that and articulated that. So I 
think, Ned (ph). I’m - obviously I’m worried, as anyone would be, because these budget cuts are 
enormous and could have a devastating impact on what we do on health, on environment, you 
know, economic development. 

But again, I think it is the right choice. It is the reality in which we can make case. And 
we’re going to have to fight for every dollar that we get. And I believe we’ll have a pretty good 
shot at attempting to try to keep the base budget, which I think is really the important debate 
here, at a reasonable level going into 2012. 
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MR. KORB: Rich, you want to follow up? 

MR. VERMA: Yeah, I can just follow up on that. The other thing the agreement did is it 
did set these hard caps for security versus non-security. I think security is about at 680 (billion 
dollars) or 684 (billion dollars) for FY ’ 12. Now, when you prepare the president’s budget, you 
get spend a couple years - all the agencies get to work together and they get to show up to the 
Congress all singing off the same sheet of music as to how that budget should be allocated. Here 
you are, you know, now with a new set of agencies to basically - to compete with for that same 
allocation. Is there an agreement amongst the agencies in the security bucket as to how that 684 
(billion dollars) should be divided or is that a work in progress? (Laughter.) 

MR. NIDES: Oh, you know so much about this. Rich. (Laughter.) This is what we call 
a loaded question. 

The food fight hasn’t actually occurred yet. But, you know, we’ll have, I think, 
reasonable discussions. Listen, let - I want to be - here’s what - 1 just want to put this in 
perspective because I - it’s somewhat confusing because only in Washington would you be just 
finishing ’ll, haven’t even begun to fight about ’ 12, and we are presenting ’ 13 budget in 
January. I mean, it’s - no one can imagine how this operates for those of you who’ve spent time 
in the - in Washington on the budget process. It is something of an enjoyment to say the least. 

So what we have to be under - what State and USAID are really going to be fighting for 
in this budget is basically our base budget. Our base budget in 201 1 was $47 billion, OK? We 
wanted about 52 (billion dollars); we got 47 (billion dollars). We took a big cut in ’ 11. Soil’s 
$47 billion. And that $47 billion, just to be abundantly clear, pays - has paid for everything. I 
mean, that’s all foreign assistance, that’s for all our billets for all our diplomats. It’s for 
everything we do on health. It’s the PEPFAR money, at 8 billion (dollars). It’s everything, OK? 
That’s the $47 billion, the base budget. That is what we had in ’ 1 1. 

In ’ 12 we asked for 53 (billion dollars) to $54 billion, a fairly substantial increase in ’ 12, 
for only one reason, which is Iraq. As you know, as I pointed out, we are taking on the transition 
in Iraq. As the military goes down to zero - or about zero, depending upon what happens, but 
basically virtual no military boots on the ground in Iraq, as under the agreement - State 
Department’s picking up the diplomatic piece, so we have to pay for everything. It’s our 
presence now in Iraq. And the cost of that is about an extra 5 'A (billion dollars) to $6 billion. 
The State Department has to come up with that money. That is why our number went up from 
’ll to ’12. And quite frankly, the Hill gets that. 

And so what we have done is, is that in ’ 12 we got - because of Rich’s good work, we 
got this thing called OCO, which I mentioned in my speech, which is a - which is a good thing, 
which has basically let us take the money for Afghanistan, Iraq and Pakistan and put it in a 
separate account called OCO. Defense Department’ s been doing this for years, OK? So you can 
see that our cost for the war costs are separate so when - as we draw down, that account becomes 
slower and slower. We used to do this through supplementals and now we’re just going to be 
OCO. So we have that in place, and it’s about $8 billion for our OCO account in 2012. 
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Put that aside for a minute. We still have our base budget for everything else we do, 
right? For all of our diplomats, for all of our health programs, for environment, for all - we call 
ESF, all of our economic assistance around the world, for everything we do for Israel and Egypt. 
And so that base budget still needs to be about $47 billion, OK? 

Here’s what’s happened. The House took that $47 billion and took it down to $38 
billion, OK, which is, as I pointed out in my speech, really enormously problematic and 
devastating to many of our programs. Now, we hope, to be honest, that reasonable people will - 
you know, the Senate will come in and they will work together and try to make sure that we take 
that number in the House and move that number to something reasonable for our base budget. 

So that is what we’re going to be fighting for. 

It’s a very - you know, I will - (inaudible) - very simple: we must protect the base 
budget or, quite frankly, the impact of a 18 percent cut in our base budget - you know, well, 
those of you - you don’t have to be math geniuses to figure out we will have to make some 
enormously compromising cuts, both with our diplomatic corps and our civil service corps and 
quite frankly, in programs, at a time, I think, would be - is critical. 

And again, we understand we need to make cuts. And Rich knows that we’re all practical 
here. We’re all - we’ve already - we have to give, like everyone else has give. It’s a question 
about rationality, and that’s what we’re dealing with. 

MR. KORB: Let me follow up on Rich’s point, go back to the executive branch. Do you 
think it would make sense if Jack Lew would come out and take whatever number is supposed to 
be there for 2013 and then, before you send it up to the Congress, for the three secretaries - 
Secretary Napolitano, Secretary Clinton, Secretary Panetta - to agree on a distribution, and if 
there’s a disagreement take it up to 0MB or to the White House? Because after all, that’s what - 
the Department of Defense, when it first got started, it was War and Navy, and they each wanted 
their own budgets, and eventually they were - you know, had to complete with each other. 

MR. NIDES: Yeah, I - listen, I believe that that will happen at some level. How it 
happens, the formality of it. I’m not an OMB expert. Many of you, probably, in the audience 
are. There’s no question - they’re not going to throw the - they’re not going to throw the money 
in a - in a room and lock the doors and let us all kind of like fight for it. You know, I think - 
although that’d be kind of interesting, but - (laughter) - I’ll bet on Hillary Clinton - but I - 
(laughter) - but that said, yeah, I think there’ll be a reasonable - again, we are - (chuckles) - you 
know. It’s kind of - it’s, again, we are a very small percentage of not only the overall budget for 
the federal government, we’re also a very small percentage of the national security budget, all 
which is very important. 

My belief is that the good news here, from a bipartisan perspective - this is not just - I 
mean, I’ve been very pleased by the support we’ve had on the Republican side, especially in the 
Senate but also in the House. But guys like Lindsey Graham and Richard Lugar, and there’s this 
- you know, a huge amount of support of people saying we need a balanced approach. So 
obviously that - also, listen, Hal Rogers has been a very big supporter of the State Department. 
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And I believe that he, along with other members of the Republican leadership, also understand 
that we’re at a critical point here in how we divide up the pie, as we like to say. I think cooler 
heads will prevail and we will be able to have a - to make sure our base budget is at a level to 
sustain a funding level I think we all believe we need to. 

MR. KORB: Good. All right, now, the secretary has to leave in about, I said, at 10:28. 

So what I’d like to do now - 

MR. NIDES: I don’t know where they came up with the 10:28, all right? (Laughter.) 

He was just joking. I’m sure. I hope. 

MR. KORB: (Laughs.) OK. What I’d like to do now is open it up to the audience and 
get your questions directed to the secretary and then let Rich and Miriam chime in as necessary. 
I’d like to first go to the press. Any members of the press have questions? Yes, ma’am. And 
wait - please wait for the microphone and identify yourself. 

Q: Hi. Kate Brannen, Defense News. I was curious if there is a State Department team 
working with the Pentagon on their strategic review of roles and missions and how you see that 
review influencing State’s future missions, if at all? Thanks. 

MR. NIDES: We have - we have constant conversations and constant planning, 
especially in those front-line states in particular. So we are working aggressively on a transition 
plan in Afghanistan. As you know, the president has committed to a plan for 2014. The troop 
withdrawal will obviously be happening this year, beginning. We have to begin transitioning a 
plan for Afghanistan about what you’re - you know, what - where you’ll be physically located, 
how many people will be in each location, where will the military be, where they will not be, 
when can we withdraw our civilian numbers as we draw down our military. 

So we have a - we have a very sophisticated planning process led by General Allen, who 
is now our commander in Afghanistan, along with Ryan Crocker, who arguably is probably one 
of the finest diplomats the world has ever seen, the combination of those two working with 
Washington and the Pentagon. And we have deputies meetings at the White House every week 
on transition. So that is on Afghanistan. 

Iraq, I should tell you, I probably spend a couple hours a day working with the Defense 
Department on the transition in Iraq. As you know, under the strategic agreement we will have 
no forces at the end of the year in Iraq. That is a massively big transition. 

We are probably- or probably have 50,000 troops there now that are going to be going 
down. As they go down and withdraw, the State Department is stepping up the transition 
between the handoff. I mean, the mission set’s obviously changing. The diplomats are not going 
to be doing the same mission set as the military. We’re going to go back to a more normalized 
diplomatic mission in Iraq, but we’re working hand in hand. You know, we all read what goes 
on in Pakistan. We continue to work very closely with the military and our - obviously other 
agencies as it relates to Pakistan. 
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So yes, we have very - by necessity and desire - I mean, necessity being you can’t do 
these transactions without formal planning. And by desire, you know, you have to execute this 
in an effective way. And quite frankly. I’ve been very pleased on the kind of cooperation, as I 
said at the beginning of my talk, between the two departments. But they are ongoing on a daily 
basis. 


MR. KORB: OK, the floor is now open for questions. I’ll take a couple and then give 
you a chance to - OK, here - let’s take - the hands that are up, Billy. Go to each of them. There 
are three. 

Q: I’m Mitzi - is this on? 

MR. KORB: Yes. 

Q: I’m Mitzi Werthheim, with the Naval Postgraduate School. Mr. Secretary, I was 
really impressed with the way you talked about what the State Department offers and what the 
return is to the American taxpayer. I don’t know that I’ve heard it expressed as well before, and 
I keep wondering about the importance of having really simple - not simple stories - complex 
stories told in a clear, simple way so the general public says, “My God, of course we need them.’’ 
And we use too many words and not enough pictures. These are all flow diagrams, but I think it 
would help if you could figure out how to let folks in the middle of the country know what 
they’re getting for what you’re doing. 

MR. KORB: OK. All right. Do you want to go ahead? Do you want to take each one? 
(Laughter.) 

MR. NIDES: Yeah, I just - yeah, but you know, I - you’re 100 percent - I was shocked. 
OK, first of all, I didn’t - to be honest with you, I didn’t know how much money on - as a 
percentage basis the State Department, USAID was part of the - of the - of the budget. You 
know, quite frankly, I was probably one of the people who thought it was 25 percent. (Laughs.) 

And so the ROI, you know, which - as someone who comes from the business world as - 
I’ve been, you know, both in politics and business - is unbelievable. I mean, I just - 1 did 
something - or I didn’t actually do it, Jonathan did it. But they put it on The Huffington Post a 
couple of days ago, the 10 things you didn’t know about the State Department, which is basically 
talking about everything we do, about job creation and - 1 mean, all - 1 mean, significant, 
important things beyond what we’re doing on health and what we’re doing on the environment. 

I can’t tell you how many people have called me. I mean, first of all, people must be - I mean. 
The Huffington Post is great, obviously. If anyone’s here, it’s perfect. But I mean, who’s 
reading this stuff in August, right? 

I mean, the calls that I got from people saying, “I didn’t know that. I didn’t realize you 
guys do that. I mean, I thought this was all - you know, I didn’t get that.’’ So I think you’re 100 
percent right. 
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Listen, I’m also realistic and understand when people are hurting here at home, OK, 
when people are worried about education and their health care and, quite frankly, their jobs, it’s 
very hard to try to explain to someone the importance of what we’re doing in Somalia, OK? It’s 
sometimes very hard to explain why we need to do what we do on the Horn of Africa, because 
they’re like, “Well, we’ve got - we’ve got problems here.” 

What we are trying to be clear to people is what we do is as much about defensive - 
playing defense as it is offense, because you know, I talk about this: For every dollar - you 
know, Mike Mullen will say, “For every dollar you guys spend, we save $5, because we don’t 
have to put boots on the ground. We don’t” - you know, if there’s a crisis, the military’s going 
in. The American people expect it. If we can somehow avoid the crisis by diplomacy, by stuff 
like Feed the Future, which is - food programs, by things that we do around global health in 
Africa, that has enormous benefits, economic benefits and practical. 

And listen, people want to say, “OK, if you’re going to spend the money, tell me how this 
money is being spent. If you don’t, don’t spend it.” So we have to be more practical, more 
exact. And I think, quite frankly. Secretary Clinton is as good a spokesperson as any, but we 
have to continually paint the picture. 

Q: Is it on your website? 

MR. NIDES: Yes. 

MR. KORB: OK, let’s go over here. We’ll go back and forth. (Laughs.) 

Q: (Off mic) - is this on? It is? OK. Charlie Henken (sp), C. Henken (sp) and 
Associates. So my question is a follow-on to my seat partner here, which concerned roles and 
missions and the strategy for - integrating a strategy towards holistic roles and missions on a 
whole-of-government basis. Let’s take an example - Western Pacific driving the DOD budget. 
Do you have a (C ?) control versus a power projection capability in 2025 or in 2010 or whatever? 
And there’s just a host of multibillion-dollar implications in that area, but it’s hard because the 
State Department has to manage the perceptions of the day-to-day relationship with the Chinese 
on economic, political and so forth. So you can’t be too open. You can’t have all the 
bureaucracy working on all of the details together, but my sense is there hasn’t been adequate 
coordination in, say, the Western Pacific dimension of roles and missions, as opposed to the 
Middle East. 

MR. NIDES: Yeah, I don’t - you know, I - again, I would probably suggest that it is not 
where it needs to be - (inaudible) - because listen, there needs to be clearly very defined roles 
for - one of the things having come out of where I’ve come from and many of you in this room: 
Someone needs to be responsible. One of the problems in government - group gropes is 
interesting, but a lot of things don’t get done. And I think one of the ways - you have to have 
clear responsibilities and clear lines of command and lines - you know, lines of control and 
command, right? And, you know, that’s why the State Department’s prerogatives need to be 
preserved and where we begin as chief of mission authority, which is dictated by the president. 
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and where the military has their roles and responsibilities. And we could have a long debate 
about how that is formulated and especially in the areas where there’s complete integration. 

So I think we’ve made material progress, but listen, I see it in Afghanistan, where the 
Defense Department has enormous more money than the State Department has for many of the 
development programs that we’re working on hand in hand and how that transitions back over to 
the State Department, because one of the problems is when the military leaves, so goes the 
money. That we’ve seen over and over again. And so there is a strong need for strong 
integration, but I still believe there needs to be clear roles and responsibilities, which I think you 
agree -would agree, too. But I think we’re making progress, but we’re nowhere near where we 
need to be over the long haul, because as dollars get stretched, we need to make sure that we are 
avoiding the duplication and, quite frankly, to make sure that the programs are actually being 
validated to be successful. 

MR. KORB: OK, anybody on that side? That gentleman back there. 

Q: Thanks. Evan Coren from the Information Security Oversight Office. I was 
wondering if this would also do away with the distinction between the 050 and — function and 
150 budget distinctions that they draw between defense and foreign policy budgets, and if the 
NSC would also be considered lumped in with that rather than lumped in with the White House. 

MR. NIDES: I’m not sure - I’m not sure I understand your question. What is your 
question you’re asking? 

Q: So right now the - 

MR. KORB: Yeah, don’t move the mic, because when you move the mic, we lose your - 
(laughs) - 

Q: Right. So the Hill and the 0MB put budgets into functions - function 050 - 

MR. NIDES: Yeah, I know. Yeah, I know that. Yeah. 

Q: Yeah, so will this go away with - do away with that distinction? 

MR. NIDES: No. 

Q: And also, is there any talk of including the national security staff within the lump of 
DOD, AID, State or leaving it still within the White House? 

MR. NIDES: No, I - no, I don’t think that - first of all, and Rich and I actually had this 
conversation yesterday. I mean, this is real, the national security budget’s real, but let’s be clear. 
We are not - they’re not changing the appropriations process on the Hill, OK? So we - you 
know, Kay Granger is still the, you know, chairwoman of our appropriations committee. 

They’re not changing the - how the Hill deals with our budget beyond, you know, a national 
security framework where the budget allocations are due, but we’ll still have subcommittees. 
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subcommittee discussions, markups within subcommittees and in the full committee. And those 
will also be in the - in the Senate. 

Again, I think this is the first year. Over the next few years, as we get to a clear feeling 
of how this is working, you could potentially see other changes within the national security 
framework. But right now I think we’re - we are at overall “chapeau,” as they like to say, of the 

- of the overarching numbers. And then we’ll continue the normal appropriations process, as 
they - as the committee process begins. 

MR. VERMA: Larry, let me just follow up. 

MR. KORB: Oh, go ahead. 

MR. VERMA: Does it argue, though, for a new - without getting you in trouble with 
your Hill colleagues, one of the things that I know Miriam and Larry called for in the report was 
a different committee structure. And now that you’ve got one lump category, even though you 
have the subcommittees, should there be kind of a super or select kind of committee on security 

- (inaudible) - 

MR. NIDES: You don’t really think I’m going to answer that, do you? 

MR. VERMA: (Laughs.) 

MR. NIDES: Would you have answered that if you were in my job? 

MR. VERMA: No, and that’s why I’m asking you. 

MR. NIDES: That’s right. OK, yeah. (Laughs.) 

You know, listen, I think - and I know the brilliance on the Hill. They’ll figure it out, but 
I think - I’m serious. Oh, God, I’m getting myself in trouble. But I think that the - oh, yeah, I 
think over time they’ll have to see how this works. I mean, again, in - they’ll have to continue 
relooking how the structures work on the committees. But having been a Hill rat in an earlier 
part of my career, changing the appropriations processes and committees is a high order. 

But if you would have told me that - you know, a year ago that the State Department and 
USAID would be now under the (chapeau ?) of a national security budget, not on the domestic 
side of the ledger, I would have said that was impossible, so anything is certainly possible in the 
future. 


MR. KORB A: You can see Rich has made the transition from government to - 

MR. VERMA: Oh, totally. You’re going to get me in trouble. Perfect. (Laughter.) 

Q: Serge Duss, International Medical Corps, international NGO - since my question is 
regarding Congress, I’ll direct it away from Secretary Nides to the other panelists - 
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MR. NIDES: Thank you. 

Q: - who were involved in writing this excellent report. What makes you think that the 
Republicans in Congress, particularly the House, will be much more sympathetic to diplomacy 
and development, just because this budget now comes in a new packaging? 

MR. KORB: Miriam, do you want to - 

MS. PEMBERTON: (Inaudible.) (Laughs.) 

MR. KORB: I’ll go ahead while you’re thinking. 

MS. PEMBERTON: OK. 

MR. KORB: I think what you’re seeing is a change in - the Republican Party is not the 
Republican Party of the neocons and George Bush, OK? You’re beginning to see the Republican 
Party go back to some of its roots with the so-called tea party in many senses there, you know, 
Robert Taft Republicans. And remember it was - the Republicans back in the late ‘40s, 
Vandenberg and company, that supported the Marshall Plan when only 13 percent, you know, of 
the Americans - the Americans did. 

I think the fact of the cost of doing it with Defense, as opposed, as the secretary said, in 
terms of, you know, what you can get for the - from the State - 1 think a key thing is going to be 

- assuming we get out, you know, and Maliki yesterday said he wants us out, you know, 
completely - when people take a look at how much we’re spending in Iraq next year as 
compared to what we’ve spent this year, people say, why, that’s not a bad - you know, that’s not 
a bad - that’s not a bad deal. 

So I do think, you know, you’re seeing, you know, differences. Now, you still have the 
neocons whose answer to everything is more military force, OK? But they’re becoming, I think, 
a smaller and smaller portion of the - of the federal budget, and if you look at, you know, some 
of the candidates, you know, some of the things that they’ve said in terms of, you know, using 
military forces. 

Now, you know, is there any guarantee? No, there isn’t. But I do think - you know, this 

- you know, the very fact that the Republicans agree to lump security spending together - 
remember this is a bipartisan agreement - shows that people are beginning to think in those 
terms. 


Miriam, do you want to - 

MS. PEMBERTON: I guess I’d just add that, you know, we’ve all expressed the dangers 
of doing it this way, you know, as have you. And I just think we have to make the case that - 
you know, that the military increases unbroken for 13 years, that’s unsustainable; that the deficit 
has been in part created by those increases, and that international affairs had nothing to do with 
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it; that if these people are really concerned about our security, we need to be looking at and they 
need to be looking at, you know, what is the most effective way to achieve security with limited 
dollars; and that those who are basically just concerned with the bottom line of defense 
contractors, you know, they are not deficit hawks and they are not security hawks, and we just 
need to call them out. 

MR. VERMA: Can I add one point to that? 

MR. KORB: Go ahead. 

MR. VERMA: I think what the House did - if you talk to the House leaders, they’ll say 
in their - even in their FY ’12 mark, they’ll say, look, we gave you everything - almost 
everything you wanted in your OCO. And so we gave there but we cut everywhere else. And so 
I think there’s a little bit of risk to OCO, too, which is that becomes the category of wars and 
exigencies, and everything else - the Somalias, the Yemens, the Sudans - start to fall off the 
radar screen. 

So maybe a question back to you, Tom, is, can - do you see OCO as being something 
beyond those three frontline states at some point down the road in order to maybe bootstrap some 
of the other programs? 

MR. NIDES: You know, the OCO’s got very clear parameters because - since you 
helped write it. And Jack Lew, who is a Boy Scout, he, you know, wrote it - the way in which 
was very defined about the frontline states. And we’re obviously sticking to those parameters. 

The biggest fear I have, which is yours, which is - you know, you can’t - you know, talk 
about robbing Peter to pay Paul. You know, you give us the money because these are war costs 
that we all believe we need to spend. You know, for the transition in Iraq, we all believe we 
need to get the troops out. We need to do our diplomatic presence in Afghanistan. We need to 
get the troops out. Over a period of time, we need to transition. Pakistan is what we have talked 
about for our national security purposes. 

If we find ourselves in a situation, which is we get fully funded OCO, which has been 
funded in the House and in - quite frankly, will be in the Senate, but if they just take those 
dollars and take it out of our base budget, that is a disaster for us, OK? That is a disaster. And 
we are making that case very clearly to the Hill that that can’t be done. I think people understand 
that, will hopefully be focused on increasing that base budget. 

What I don’t want to see happen is, is put money out of our base budget - if we can help 
that - into a - the OCO account, because the OCO account is temporary by its nature. And as 
you start shrinking your base budget over time, you’re going to wake up here - you know. I’ll be 
long gone from this job, but for whoever has this job, you know, three or four years from now or 
five years from now or whenever it is, I don’t want them to see a - they turn around and they 
have no money to do our diplomatic missions around the world. And so we have a crisis. You 
have the - you know, you have what’s going on in Egypt and Tunisia and the Middle East. And 
I look around and I say, oh. I’ve got to take it of our base, but we have no base left. It’s all being 
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funded there. So that’s the balance we’re working in. But we have clear-defined mission set of 
what the OCO needs to be, but we must, must make sure that the base budget is at a reasonable 
level to fund the activities for the - for the rest of the world. 

MR. KORB: OK, we got three to five minutes depending on when you have to leave. 
What I’d like to do is get for the secretary - because Rich, Miriam and I will be staying until 
1 1:00, when the program ends - succinct questions - you know, three to five, and you can 
answer whichever ones you want and also use your remarks to sum up. 

OK, yeah, quickly. 

Q: Hank Gaffney from CNA - worked 1 1 years in all this business. So just to clarify, 
we have the committee of 12, which is going to work the 684 (billion dollars) and make the 
division. And that’s just for the year 2012, and then it all reverts to the usual 302(b) acquisition 
appropriation divisions. 

MR. NIDES: No, let me just - let me clarify that. I know I’m supposed to let everyone 
speak, but - so I don’t - remember your question. The committee of 12 has one task, which is to 
basically get a trillion and a half dollars out for - between ’ 12 and the year 2020. That is - that 
is the goal of the committee, because remember they basically kick - not kick the can. They 
basically got enough to get the $900 billion to get the debt ceiling raised, which they did. The 
supercommittee’s role is to come up with that extra billion and a half - trillion and a half dollars. 

If they do not achieve that, if they do not achieve that by Thanksgiving, a rescission takes 
place in 2013, which is 50 percent for DOD and 50 percent for domestic, OK? For that 
particular rescission, that does not have - the State Department is back in the - is back in the 
domestic pile, OK, for that rescission. And the whole idea behind that was to put pressure on 
everyone, right, including, you know. Republicans and Democrats. So that is the role. 

Now, they could - and hopefully they’ll think about a much broader, bigger deal than just 
trying to get the trillion and a half dollars that they’re required to do by Thanksgiving and 
hopefully that they’ll think about other - you know, other things that they possibly could do. But 
that is - for the sake of that conversation - 1 haven’t screwed that up, did I, Rich? Is that right? 
OK. 


MR. VERMA: (Inaudible) - the 684 (billion dollars) is still going to be managed by the 
Appropriations Committee. 

MR. NIDES: By the - that has nothing to do - the 684 (billion dollars) has nothing to do 
with the supercommittee. They are not involved in that. That’s the deal of the - of the - so that 
is totally disconnected. 

MR. KORB: OK. 

MR. NIDES: I’m sorry. I didn’t follow your rules, Larry. 

MR. KORB: I got to - I got to try and make it easy. 
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MR. NIDES: Well, I’ve got a - I’ve got a few - I’ve got a few more - I’ve got a few 
more minutes. 

MR. KORB: All right. OK, go ahead. Please ask your questions. 

Q: Karrye Braxton, Global Business Solutions, Inc. - as one of the companies from the 
taxpaying side of the development business, I wanted to let you know about the Coalition of 
International Development Companies. We have been putting together success stories to show 
how certain countries have been able to phase out of international assistance from the U.S. 
government. So you might want to take a look at what they’re offering in terms of pictures, as 
opposed to words, because as we know, actually these days a picture’s worth 10,000 words. 

And also particularly with regard to small businesses that are doing work in international 
development, the Small Business Association of International Contractors are also putting 
together success stories to show the American people how much the increases in American 
assistance are helping bring down the deficit on this side. So I would take a look at those groups 
to help provide some pictures. Thank you so much. 

MR. KORB: Thanks. Thank you. Over here then right there in the back, the gentleman 
in the back, and you will have the last question, sir. 

Q: Larry Nowels with the Hewlett Foundation - a couple of weeks ago, 0MB issued 
new guidance on agencies putting their 2013 budgets together, requiring options for 5 percent 
and 10 percent reductions from FY ’ll. Two questions - one, some agencies appear that they 
will be exempt from that exercise. I’m just wondering if you can comment on the position of the 
State Department. 

MR. : (Laughs.) 

And regardless of that, you do have for 2013 now a new reality of a hard cap for the 
security agencies that was not there a month ago. Is this going to change how you utilize these 
last few months in preparing the 2013? Will it be more collaborative working with these 
agencies so that you come - you come at that cap, rather than putting together a budget that you 
feel the State Department and USAID needs and then later engage in that discussion at 0MB 
over how you make it all fit? 

MR. NIDES: OK, yeah, I - let me just answer quickly. I think that the - I think the 
game of, you know, what your number is (and told ?) and what gets delivered to OMB, I’m 
learning that there’s a little - sometimes it slips between the cup and the lip between what you’re 
told and what happens. So how the guidance is given to the departments and what they expect - 
I mean, here’s a dirty little secret. 

You know, we don’t know what will come out of the supercommittee. You know, who 
knows exactly what the Congress will do on ’ 12 beyond what’s currently put in place? So we’re 
actually forming - formulating right now our ’13 budget, and listen, I don’t think you can 
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assume that you’re going to be getting any more money than you got in ’1 1, right? That’s a 
pretty good assumption, right? So that’s not - 1 think most people would wake up and say, that’s 
probably assumption. And quite frankly, out of the - out of the ‘12 negotiations, they’ve 
obviously thought about this over the next five to seven years as to how they got there, quite 
frankly, how they got to $900 billion - (inaudible) - future savings as well. 

Listen, I think we’re working closely with our colleagues over at the Pentagon and 
Veterans Affairs. I should tell you, we’re not sitting around in meetings every day and dividing 
up the pie. I think - 1 think it was the question that was asked earlier. I think there’s better 
coordination. How it all works - this is the first time it’s happened. We hope there will be more 
coordination and more conversation. But again, the good news is the cooperation between 
certainly our departments and Defense has never been better, and I think that will help, I think, in 
these discussions. 

MR. KORB: Mr. Secretary, on behalf of the audience and my colleagues here at CAP, 
thank you very much for coming and sharing your thoughts with you (sic). (Applause.) We 
wish you the best of luck as you deal with this. 

MR. NIDES: All right. Thank you very much. And Miriam and Rich, thank you. I just 
would make one last comment. The one thing that I have been enormously impressed with was 
the quality of people at the State Department, and not just the foreign service officers but the 
civil service officers, the locally engaged folks that I meet around the world. And for those of 
you - not to get sappy, but for those of you who haven’t had an opportunity to spend time and 
look at the - what goes on at AID and State, it really makes my job that much more - not only 
more important, but it’s actually - it makes me feel like I’m actually doing something good to 
support the men and women who are, quite frankly, putting their lives on the line and wake up 
every day trying to make the United States a better place for the American people, but quite 
frankly - and how we are looked upon around the world. So I’m honored by being invited, and 
thank you all very much. 

MR. KORB: Thank you. (Applause.) 

All right. For those of you that would like to stay, we can get into more of these 
particular issues that we did in the - in the unified - Jonathan, thank you very much. 

All right. Miriam, do you want to add anything? You’ve heard the secretary talk and, 
you know, you’ve been sort of the person who’s pushed this idea for a long time - things that 
you might have said that, you know, the secretary wasn’t able to say? 

MS. PEMBERTON: What he wasn’t able to say - well, what I was hoping to ask was - 
referring to one of the recommendations in the report, we talked about, you know, the extreme 
challenges of trying to change the congressional budget process. So I was more thinking of 
focusing on our recommendations having to do with the executive branch. 

One of the most important, I think, of our recommendations for the executive branch 
would be the creation of a quadrennial national security review, which would include all of the 
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partners in the security portfolio that we’ve talked about. And it would also incorporate - you 
know, we’ve talked about the importance of OMB, so it would be a joint NSC/OMB process that 
would really do what the QDDR doesn’t do, what the QDR doesn’t do, which is to connect 
strategy and budgets and to really think about the kinds of trade-offs that we’ve talked about in 
this report, among different - you know, different ways of securing the nation. 

So for example, you know, we talk about, you know, a trade-off between, you know, 
funding missile defense, as opposed to funding the Coast Guard and, you know, container 
security. So if - so if this body could look at, you know, how do we protect the country from, 
you know, a nuclear bomb, you know, that group would then look at, you know, what is the 
expert opinion on what’s the most likely way that a bomb is going to come to the United States. 
And lo and behold, most experts believe that, you know, a missile threat is much less likely than, 
you know, a bomb coming in on a ship. 

So with that in mind, that kind of idea in mind, then that group might look at, you know, 
shifting some of the budgetary resources, you know, from missile defense toward beefing up the 
Coast Guard’s capabilities and the Homeland Security Department’s capabilities to do container 
inspections. And so those are the kinds of trade-offs that we are - we think that - you know, are 
really at the heart of this - of this proposal. And I think that sort of agency within the federal 
government to link the budget people with the security people and to link strategy with budgets 
would be - you know, it’s surprising that that really doesn’t happen, and this would be a useful 
way to get it to happen, I guess. 

MR. KORB: Let me add something to that, and the example - because we were talking, 
you know, with the secretary - obviously the things in terms of aid that you can do in particular 
countries. But when you take a look at this particular thing with the Coast Guard versus the 
Department of Defense, last year the Coast Guard budget went down. Why? Because they’re in 
the Department of Homeland Security and they’re competing against, you know, the 22 other 
agencies there, but there was nobody to say, well, you know, if we’re worried about a nuclear 
attack on the United States, is somebody going to shoot a missile with a return address, which is 
what you’re spending on missile defense, as opposed to more - putting it in a container? Well, 
the fact of the matter is we spend more on missile defense than the entire Coast Guard. And that 
does not get - it does not get in. And so if you’re trying to, quote-unquote, “get more bang for 
the buck,’’ this is really what you need to think about. 

Similarly, the Defense Department says one of the major threats to national security is 
climate change, OK? Well, if climate change is a threat, which agency can help you deal with 
that? It’s not going to be the Department of Defense. You know, the Marines aren’t going to 
change the climate. But if you’re taking a look, for example, at other ways you might fund that - 
and until you start thinking holistically like that - and everybody says, well, the Congress will 
change. Well, maybe it will. Maybe it won’t. But the executive can do that. They can sit down 
and say, OK, we got 684 billion (dollars). All right, let’s sit down and see what we recommend 
here, you know, in terms of these - of these - of these trade-offs. 

The problem has been basically after - toward the end of the Clinton administration and 
then after 9/11, it was very easy to just fund the military without thinking, whereas these other. 
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you know, programs had to, you know, fight for - you know, fight for every dollar. And as you 
go into this period of austerity, the fact of the matter is the defense budget has so much more 
room for reductions than the baseline State budget. 

You know, for example, if you take - if the Defense Department should take the whole 
trillion dollars in cuts, the 350 billion (dollars) in the first thing plus - worst case, the - you end 
up with sequestration, and it’s like $950 billion, you would be back to where you were in real 
terms in 2007. 

So I mean, when - and yet I don’t remember too many people complaining about George 
Bush’s next to last defense budget. And we need to do that and rather than go after the sort of 
the baseline - the baseline budget. And unless I - and it ought to be tough with the Congress, 
but unless the executive branch takes the lead in this when they send up the budget, I - you 
know, I don’t think you’re going to have these - have these things happen. And it will be 
fascinating to see what - you know, what they do with this first phase here. And I think that’s 
the - you know, that’s the - that’s the key. 

Rich, you want to have anything before we ask people in the audience? 

MR. VERMA: Yeah, just a comment on this - having lived through the QDDR process 
at the State Department, it is a fairly internal process at State and USAID. Meanwhile, the 
Defense Department just finished its QDR, and the Department of Homeland Security finished 
its own quadrennial review. And so you had three different QDDRs, QDRs and other review at 
three major security agencies. The NSC of course tries to bring the agencies together at the 
conclusion for sign-off. And then there’s also the National Security Strategy of the United 
States. 


But I think what you’re recommending, Miriam, is to bring those three agencies together 
in a more holistic way but also assign budget priorities to the policies that are recommended in 
the - in the particular reviews. And that really doesn’t happen holistically. 0MB does the best it 
can, but it - it’s really hard to make those kind of trade-offs because it is still stovepiped; then we 
get to the Congress, and it’s even more stovepiped. 

MR. KORB: All right. (Inaudible) - the floor is open. 

Yes, sir. Wait for the mic, if you will. 

Q: Thank you. Michael - (2:05 inaudible) - also a former Hill rodent. Talking about the 
holistic approach and exigencies that are not yet foreseen but some that may be emerging and 
also referring to the sparkling intellects on the Hill, recently a number of Chinese officials have 
privately expressed amazement that national leadership, particularly in the House, was willing to 
sacrifice what most people would consider national security interests or certainly national 
standing for ideology. Now, in Chinese history in the ‘60s and ‘70s that’s a familiar exercise 
that they’re trying to get away from. So that surprise is very likely to play out in ramifications in 
their own policies. 
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So as the tea party - as you mentioned earlier, the revision - the sort of recidivism to the 
Taft era, if there is in fact a new profile on the Hill regarding priorities regarding China, as they 
perceive China, how did you find it? Whether some dimensions of it are a threat or whether or 
not the more consensus Republican view that it should be stability through business at all costs, 
how would a holistic approach survive the emergence of a virulent new, ideologically driven 
attitude, particularly in the House? 

MR. KORB: Go ahead, you - 

MR. VERMA: Yeah, I kind of lived through this a little bit, too, so I think - look, I think 
for those people that care about diplomacy and development, we have to do a better job making 
the case. And for a lot of the House of Representatives, there are a lot of new members that have 
no understanding or experience of what the State Department or USAID or NGOs around the 
world might be doing with U.S. taxpayer money. They’ve got bases in their district. They’ve 
got National Guardsmen and Reservists in their districts. They have - they may have military 
service. They have a much better appreciation for what DOD does. They know what boots on 
the ground does. But still, we have to admit that we’re dealing with remnants of kind of foreign 
aid, of the past. And when people see State Department funding and AID funding, they think, 
foreign aid - it’s going down a rat hole. It’s going to some dictator in some third-world place, 
and that’s an easy place to cut. 

When we actually go in and talk to new members and explain what the money’s actually 
for - and when you sit next to, say, someone from the joint staff or someone from the intel 
community, it’s - they are surprised and shocked that you would be here together talking about 
the national security case. And what we try to talk about is national security as a continuum; not 
just the offensive part where actual combat is taking place. But we’ve been trying to talk about 
national security, as these guys do in the report, about a pre-conflict - a preventive - a preventive 
phase and a post-conflict phase. 

And that pre-conflict part of the continuum, where you put diplomacy and development 
dollars at work, will hopefully save you lots of money down the road. And that’s the investment 
case we’ve been making, and we - frankly, we need to do a better job of it. I think we can - we 
can make that case, but it’s going to take a lot of work. And hopefully - you know, I understand 
there’s a lot of ideological battles taking place right now. Hopefully, this is one that can 
penetrate the ideology. 

MS. PEMBERTON: I’d just - I’d just add that I suspect that the Chinese have also been 
sitting back and looking in amazement as the U.S. for years has been looking at China as, you 
know, our next Cold War adversary and, you know, seeing it as this emerging military threat. 
Meanwhile, China is spreading its influence economically and, you know, kind of beating our 
time with its - with its economic influence, which I think has far more importance than its - than 
its military influence. And you know, I think they’re, you know, kind of chuckling to themselves 
as each new person stands up in Congress and starts ranting about the specter of the Chinese 
military threat. 


MR. KORB: Yeah. Yes, ma’am. 
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Q: Ashley Stover, Joint Economic Committee. On that point - on the previous two 
comments, it’s been said that the State Department has to show how it can save money but also 
how it makes money for the United States in terms of what our economic officers are doing on 
the ground. And in the report, there’s a part where you say there’s not enough staffing of 
Foreign Service officers. And can you speak to the issue of staffing in the economic space in 
terms of making sure that our global footprint when it comes to economics is felt? Because I 
don’t think that is something that is identified as a - not just preventative measure but keeps the 
United States and our national security at the top, where it is. 

MS. PEMBERTON: (Inaudible) - defer to you. 

MR. VERMA: Yeah, no, I’m - yeah, it would have been a great question for the deputy 
secretary, because he’s got the actual specifics on where we’re short, but I can tell you, you 
know, the plan was to grow the foreign service by about 20 (percent) to 25 percent, grow USAID 
by - 1 think the number was somewhere around a thousand additional foreign service 
professionals in AID. And Secretary Clinton is very good about making the case as to how - 
when we don’t have an adequate number of people on the ground fighting for those kind of 
economic opportunities for our companies, for our businesses in very competitive environments 
in the world, where the Chinese, where the Russians, where the Europeans are out very 
aggressively pushing their companies and their products, it does impact U.S. business. 

I mean, you talk to any small-business owner in the United States, it’s very likely they 
have some international connection. Either they have a supply chain that comes internationally 
or they have a customer internationally. And it is the kind of quiet, behind-the-scenes work that 
economic case officers do every day for U.S. businesses around the world. It’s an untold story. I 
think we have to do a better job telling that story and really beefing up that capability and that 
capacity. 

MR. KORB: Yeah, we - you know, in the report, we try and get into this. We still have 
80,000 troops in Europe. The Cold War ended 20 years ago. And so we say, “Take 800 out.” 
And you could do that, 800 - (laughs) - out of the 80,000. And that’s the type of thing, I think, 
where you need to get, you know, people’s - you know, people’s attention because if that base 
State Department budget goes down, that’s going to hurt, make it more difficult to - you know, 
to hire those folks. And remember this OCO money basically is to cover their operations, not to 
hire, you know, extra FSOs over there. 

So, yeah, I mean, that’s the type of thing - I mean, when you tell the American people - 
go back to the question I was asked before — and even Republicans, you know: 80,000 troops in 
Europe 20 years after the end of the Cold War? People say, what, are you kidding? Europeans 
are cutting their defense budget because they know we’re there. So they can do that to deal with 
their - you know, their deficit and put the money into other things. 

MS. PEMBERTON: And I’d just add - back to the OCO issue, I thought - 1 thought the 
secretary did a good job of explaining, you know, the problems with this being where the money 
for the State Department is going. It’s also, it seems to me, creating a different set of capacities 
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and a different set of skills to deal with, you know, mopping up after this - after this disaster. 
And, you know, so I worry that we’re building capacities that are going to be of limited value to, 
you know, preventing conflicts to, you know, expanding, you know, economic ties and influence 
and all the sorts of things that you’ve been talking about. I don’t see the people coming out of - 
out of Iraq as particularly having those kinds of skills that can be, you know, plugged right into 
the broader conflict prevention, you know, kind of engagement with the world that we need and 
that we’re trying to build. 

MR. KORB: Okay. Yeah, back there, and then up here. 

Q: Hi, thanks. Ben Freeman with the Project On Government Oversight - we do a lot of 
work on contractors, and so I was sort of curious to not hear a lot about that so far and then get 
your thoughts on that. The DOD’s budget, the majority of it actually, goes to contractors, and 
even some individual contractors actually get more taxpayer dollars every year than the entire 
State Department. So I was just curious to hear your thoughts on the contractor issue. 

MR. KORB: Well, you know, if you read today - the report of the commission on, you 
know, contracting came out, and they talk about the big waste and lack of control and the fact 
that the Department of Defense didn’t plan for this. And you know, and I - you know, that’s a 
really key issue, you know, going forward: how much you want to rely on the government, how 
much you want to rely on the private sector, and have we crossed the line, I mean, you know, 
with the private sector, giving them inherently governmental - you know, governmental, you 
know, functions, not to mention the waste but the problems they’ve caused by - they basically 
have ignored the directives of the people they’re working for. 

Remember the big incident you had in Iraq were State Department contractors that, you 
know, basically started, you know, shooting. And I remember when I was there in 2007 doing 
some work for the State Department, they had this private security firm, and I had these two 
fellows in front of their SUV driving us around, and they were former South African military 
people who my guess is left when, you know, apartheid ended. And basically, you know, they 
would shoot first and ask questions later. You know, I mean, it was really - 1 mean, and I do 
think that’s a whole separate issue, and that goes back to the fact that if you cut government 
people, which we did in the ‘90s when Senator Helms was, you know, ravaging the State 
Department, then you’re going to have to - you know, have to do this when these emergencies 
come up. And I think, you know, that that is - is a - is a key issue that until you get your budget 
where it needs to be, you’re going to have to do that every time you have an emergency. 

MS. PEMBERTON: I’d just add, the other issue with relying so much on contractors is 
the political contributions that they put into our - you know, influencing the state of our politics 
and, you know, the influence they have had and can have on, you know, shaping the budget; 
preserving, you know, new increases in military spending that may not be in our - in our security 
interest or our financial interest. 

MR. KORB: OK, this young lady up here - 
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Q: Ellen Milhiser, editor of Synposis newsletter - 1 am very fascinated by the cuts you 
suggest in the defense budget. And I just have two questions. First, the personnel you pull out 
of Europe, you still have those people to deal with. You still have to pay for them here, you 
know, also. An increasing portion of the defense budget has nothing to do with weapons, and 
it’s personnel costs. It’s retirement. It’s health care, all of those costs. Do you have any 
suggestions on dealing with that and on actually making our defense spending pay for defense 
and not taking care of all the people who, thankfully, gave us their service but, you know - 

MR. VERMA: Well, we put out other reports and we’ve done two things: One on the - 
on you know, the - cutting defense. And we’re going to take half of those people out of Europe 
and take them out of the force. That’s how you would save money. We’ve also - and we had a 
very contentious meeting here with the head of the Military Officers Association in terms of 
doing something about the military - you know, the military health care system. So, yes, we do 
get into that. 

And if you go on our website, we have compared our proposals to Tom Coburn, who by 
the way - really very, very radical proposal; and the deficit commission, Simpson-Bowles; and 
the Gang of Six, and we’ve shown all of the things that, you know, we have in common. But 
you know, we do - we do - and your point is well-taken because, yeah, if you take them home 
from Europe, you’re not going to save any money. You’ve got to - you’ve got to take them out 
of - out of - out of the force. 

Yes, sir. And you get the last question, and - 

Q: My name is lonathan (sp) - (inaudible) - from the Osgood Center for International 
Studies. Mr. Korb, you mention that a trillion dollars in defense cuts over the next 10 years is 
doable without significant harm to the - to the prowess of our national defense. Secretary Gates 
critiqued that and said that anything over 350 (billion dollars) would harm it. And the main 
argument - and I’ve seen it floated in sources such as The Weekly Standard - was that those 
kinds of cuts on that scale don’t take into account the need to replace hardware that was 
purchased in the ‘80s during the Reagan defense buildup. Do you mind commenting on that? 

MR. KORB: Yeah, and of course - and Secretary Panetta’s also said the same thing, that 
these cuts would be, you know, devastating. The problem with the Pentagon and in the 
procurement area has not been the amount of money; it’s how well it has been managed. You 
realize when we - you know, we pointed that out in our - in our recent report that you’ve had 
$50 billion of - that they’ve spent on weapons systems, which they’ve cancelled, OK? They also 
have cost overruns of three (hundred billion dollars) to $400 billion on the existing. That’s the 
reason they’re not replacing it. It’s not a question of money, and I want to — and I think it’s very 
important to keep in mind, if you want to run the Pentagon well, it’s not the secretary because 
that man and hopefully someday soon a woman, you know, has an awful lot of things, you know, 
to - you know to do; it’s the deputy. And we’ve done studies and we showed how with a good 
deputy, you can do this without it. 

Nixon came in and basically he hired Melvin Laird, who was a political person, a 
congressman from Wisconsin, as secretary. Who was the deputy? David Packard. Harold 
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Brown came in under Carter. Brown was a scientist. Who was his deputy? Charlie Duncan 
from Coca-Cola, OK? Dick Cheney - you know, and after reading his book here, I hesitate to 
say anything nice about him, but I think the fact he was a very good secretary of defense. And 
you know why? Because before he took the job, the White House said, Don Atwood, the vice 
chairman of General Motors is going to run the place. We haven’t had that. Wolfowitz - OK. 
Gordon England was pretty good but he wasn’t there that long. And that’s what you need: a 
big-time business executive to go in there and - that’s been the problem — not the amount of 
money — because when the money was there, they didn’t have to make any - well, we’ll do this; 
we’ll do that, you know; we’ll build this with - you know. And that was the - and that was the 
problem. 

So I know - I’ve heard all the arguments: Well, they haven’t replaced it, you know, since 
the Reagan years, and all of that. The problem is that in fact you haven’t handled your money 
well, and go - and that’s so to say, you go back and you look at those periods where the 
declining - a defense budget that was $200 billion in real terms than you are now, and we seem 
to do it. 


Well, on that - OK, Rich and Miriam, you have any thoughtful words here? 

MS. PEMBERTON: (Laughs.) 

MR. VERMA: No, thank you very much for this - inviting me — 

MR. KORB: Listen, I want to thank you all. A, for coming; and B, for staying - 
(laughter) - after the secretary left. And I want to really thank my colleagues, particularly 
Miriam, who has really - you know, started this, you know, program seven or eight years ago 
when nobody was thinking about it and really has persevered, you know, to get this. And I think 
we’re making some progress. 

So thank you all very much. (Applause.) 


(END) 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
AND THE BROADCASTING BOARD OF GOVERNORS 

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL 


ISP-I-13-44A 


Office of Inspections 


September 2013 


Special Review of the 
Accountability Review Board Process 


IMPORTANT NOTICE; This report is intended solely for the official use of the Department of State or the 
Broadcasting Board of Governors, or any agency or organization receiving a copy directly from the Office of 
Inspector General. No secondary distribution may be made, in whole or in part, outside the Department of State or 
the Broadcasting Board of Governors, by them or by other agencies of organizations, without prior authorization by 
the Inspector General. Public availability of the document will be determined by the Inspector General under the 
U.S. Code, 5 U.S.C. 552. Improper disclosure of this report may result in criminal, civil, or administrative penalties. 


SENSITIVE BUT UNCLASSIFIED 



840 


SENSITIVE BUT UNCLASSIFIED 

Implementation of the Benghazi Aeeountability Review 
Board Reeommendations 

“All of us— from senior Department leadership setting strategic priorities to supervisors 
evaluating the needs of individual posts to congressional committees appropriating funds and 
providing oversight — have a responsibility to provide the men and women who serve this country 
with the best possible security and support. Most of all, it is my responsibility as Secretary of 
State. ” - Secretary Hillary Clinton 

The Department wasted no time addressing the recommendations of the Benghazi ARB. 

It enlisted numerous bureaus and offices to assist in developing plans for implementation. It 
formed working groups and committees, established panels of experts, and convened special 
review boards. Senior Department leadership has been involved through information memos, 
action memos, and the chairing of review committees. In seeking to fulfill the ARB 
recommendations, the Department issued instructional and guidance cables, made changes to the 
FAM and Foreign Affairs Flandbook (FAH), and modified position descriptions and 
organizational structures. 

The Benghazi ARB recommendations, when implemented, should significantly improve 
the Department’s ability to provide better security for U.S. diplomatic missions and employees. 
Although nearly half of the recommendations are directed at high-risk, high-threat posts, such as 
Benghazi, the recommendations have worldwide applicability. Implementation of some 
recommendations has only required reiteration of existing guidance cables or issuance of new 
guidance. Other recommendations resulted in the establishment of special review panels, which 
in turn offered more recommendations. The more difficult recommendations require researching 
and developing new policies and practices, exploring the application of new technologies, and 
entering into new or revised agreements with other agencies. A number of Benghazi ARB 
recommendations, especially those that require expansion of existing programs or creation of 
new programs, require new funding and an assured funding stream. The recommendations 
requiring significant funding relate to construction, hiring of additional personnel, expansion of 
information technology or other systems, enhanced language training, enhanced security and 
other training, and the procurement of new equipment and technologies. 

Department Action 

The Department’s handling of the Benghazi ARB recommendations represents a 
significant departure from the previous norm in that Secretary Clinton took charge directly of 
oversight for the implementation process. She designated the Deputy Secretary for Management 
and Resources as the coordinator for implementation with strict guidelines for a reporting 
schedule. Initially, the Deputy Secretary held weekly meetings with under secretaries and 
assistant secretaries to track implementation. Implementation continues, albeit on a less regular 
schedule now that many of the recommendations have been addressed. 

This high-level oversight of the Benghazi ARB implementation process has been 
sustained through the transition from Secretary Clinton to Secretary Kerry. This level of attention 
from both secretaries and their senior staffs is a reflection of their personal concern in this matter 
and the unique scope of the Benghazi ARB recommendations. Approximately 90 percent of the 
recommendations (26 of 29) in the Benghazi report focused on systemic management reforms. 
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Most senior officials interviewed by the OIG team have expressed their view that high-level 
attention is essential to carrying out the institutional changes recommended in the ARB report. 
Furthermore, they say that the gravity of the issues in the ARB report demanded a much more 
robust implementation process. A number of Benghazi ARB recommendations mirror previous 
ARB recommendations, further underscoring a need for the involvement of Department 
principals to ensure that implementing actions are sustained. 

High-level leadership has been critical in driving and sustaining implementation of the 
Benghazi ARB recommendations, and this approach establishes a model for how the Department 
should handle future ARB recommendations. The Department needs to change the FAM to 
formalize the responsibilities of the Deputy Secretary for Management and Resources in 
overseeing the implementation process and clarify that M/PRI, in continuing to perform its 
coordinating function, will report directly to the Deputy Secretary on matters involving the 
implementation of ARB recommendations. 

Recommendation 10: The Bureau of Administration should amend 1 FAM 30 to institutionalize 
the Deputy Secretary for Management and Resources’ responsibility for oversight of 
implementation of the Accountability Review Board recommendations. (Action: A) 

Recommendation 11: The Bureau of Diplomatic Security should amend 12 FAM 032 to reflect 
the Deputy Secretary for Management and Resources’ oversight responsibility of the Office of 
Management Policy, Rightsizing and Innovation for implementation of Accountability Review 
Board recommendations. (Action: DS) 

There has been some confusion because of the parallel process established in the 
Benghazi case, with bureaus and offices in the Department reporting alternately to the Office of 
the Deputy Secretary of State, the Office of the Under Secretary of State for Management, or 
M/PRI, sometimes regarding the same tasking, without proper coordination or communication. 

Informal Recommendation 5: The Office of the Deputy Secretary of State should work 

in tandem with the Office of Management Policy, Rightsizing and Innovation to 

streamline the Benghazi Accountability Review Board implementation process. 

Implementation Challenges 

As previously noted, the Department attempted to comply with the Benghazi ARB 
recommendations by breaking each down into individual actions. The Department divided the 29 
recommendations of the Benghazi ARB report and assigned them to offices for followup. DS 
was the most heavily tasked bureau, charged with taking the lead on 25 of the 64 tasks, with a 
supporting role for 23 others. Additionally, the Office of the Under Secretary of State for 
Management and M/PRI have significant roles in the implementation process. Actions on a 
number of recommendations continue, with planned implementation of some not due until 
December 31, 2013, or later, as requested funding becomes available. 

In some instances, the Benghazi ARB recommendations are worded in a way that leaves 
latitude for interpretation. While the Department has taken implementation seriously, some 
actions taken do not get to the core of the recommendation’s intent. For example, the 
Department’s interpretations of the recommendations and its parsing of them into multiple tasks 
do not always align with the ARB’s intent. 
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@ s tate . g 0 V > 

Sent: Tuesday, September 25, 2012 4:32 PM 

To: Kennedy, Patrick F <KennedyPF@ state. gov>;^^^B 

state 

Subject RE: the ARB Members? 



SBU 

This email is UNCLASSIFIED. 

From: Kennedy, Patrick F 

Sent: Tuesday, September 25, 2012 10:08 AM 
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1-1 

Subject: R.E: the ARB Members? 



M'y ref was lo being ''of nourisci’' lo ihei-r 


Regards 



Sent: Tuesday, September 25, 2012 10:04 AM 
To: Kennedy, Patrick F 
Subject: FW : the ARB Members? 


Pat 

Further to our con versa- ion before aboin liie ARB . W e do not typically provide staff to the 
ARB. M'y positions is called the ARB officer since 1 do th.e work to stand o.p the ARB and tvri-c 
the report, to Congress. 


Please let me know if th-s one be anything different. 
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From| 

Sent: Tuesday, September 25, 2012 9:59 AM 


Subject: RE: the ARB Members? 



hesi lor vivJ t'j discuss thi:-: v.'ith her. 


F rom 

Sent: Tuesday, September 25, 2012 9:53 AM 
I'o 

Subject: RE: the ARB Members? 



There is. no one from f4/PRI deiniled to help the .h.RB. Once they convene, we let them do their 
work after a tnorning of briefingr. The Exec See is the bridge berween the ARB and the 
Departmerst, otherwise It vvoidd appear that we are gukilng the review. 


S/BS'EX does provide logir.tiea. m pCviA .nd a eontract CMS is being nroeured by] 
^^^Bwbicb it; why she needt; is o ,e. I./M advises the Board as necessary. 
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Froin:| 

Sent: Tuesday, September 25, 2012 9:42 AM 
Subject: RE: the ARB Members? 



From: | 

Sent: Tuesday, September 25, 2012 9:27 AM 
T 0 : 

Subject: RE: the ARB Members? 


Okay - we’re staiiding by to help. .Tust keer^ to niliid. 


This email is UNCLASSIFIED. 


From 



Sent: Tuesday, September 25, 2012 8:35 AM 



Subject: RE: the ARB Members? 



F r 0 m : 

Sent: 25, 2012 7:58 AM 
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Stephen D 

Subject: the AR.B Members? 


Dear Colleagues: 


Just a reminder -- the Federal Registry notice takes three work days to be published which means 
that I will need the names of the ARB members and the rest of the information by W ednesday 
morning if they will be starling work on Monday October 1. 


I would appreciate knowing how this ARB is going to work since it is not going in the normal 
way. Can we talk this morning or tomorrow morning about the roles/responsibilities? 


Thanks - 




Managing Director 

Office of Management Policy, 

Rightsizing and Innovation 
IIST Room 5214 
202-647-0768 


This email is UNCLASSIFIED. 
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IC05562028' 


Mnis^Cher^[D 

m: 


• ol 

Cc: 

Subject; 


EXHIBIT 12 


Sullivan, Jacob J 

Tuesday, September 11, 2012 7:21 PM 

'Bash, Jeremy CIV SD'; Sherman, Wendy R; Nides, Thomas R; Mills, Cheryl D 

Miller. James HON OSD POLICY: Winnefeld. James A ADM JCS VCJCS; Kelly, John UGen , 


SD; martin.dempseyil 
RE: Libya 


Thanks Jeremy. + Cheryl. 


We are joining a 5VTC with NSS colleagues at 730pm -- believe your team will be on as well. We should work through 
this issue in that venue. 


From: Bash, Jeremy QV SD [ 

Sent: Tuesday, September 11, 2012 7:19 PM 

To: Sullivan, Jacob J; Sherman, Wendy R; Nides, Thomas R 

Cc: Miller, James HONOS^pua; Winnefeld, James A ADM JCS vacS; Kelly, John LtGen SD; 

marbn.demDsev^ ^^^J 

Subject: Libya 


State colleagues: 

■ '-'St tried you on the phone but you were all in with S. 

After consulting with General Dempsey, General Ham and the Joint Staff, we have identified the forces that 
could move to Benghazi. They are spinning up as we speak. They include a SOF element that was in Croatia 
{which can fly to Suda Bay, Crete), and a Marine FAST team out of Roda, Spain. 

Assuming Principals agree to deploy these elements, we will ask State to secure the approval from host 
nation. Please advise how you wish to convey that approval to us. Burns/NIdes/Sherman to Mlller/Winnefeld 
would be my recommended course. 

Jeremy 


289 
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EXHIBIT 13 

This exhibit was not cleared for public release. 
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EXHIBIT 14 


STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE. 

REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER. 

From: 

Sent; 

To: 

Subject 


Thanks 


From 

Sent: Tnureaay^prlm^Oll 06:48 AM 
To : Nides, Thorns R 

Subject: Libya Update, April 14 (am) 

This is in lieu of my message last night, but a few things you should be aware of for today. You'll have your 
regular update tonight as well. 

Situation Update : Still fighting in Misrata and Brega/AJdablya areas. We continue to watch Ajdabiya closely. 
There are stories about Qforces adopting more "rebel-like" fighting posture, including dressing in plain 
clothes and traveling by car/tr,uck around the country. 

Stevens Update : Trip continues to go well, although the security situation in Libya means that Stevens et al 
are basically limited to staying in Benghazi. There Is a push for the mandate of Stevens' trip (and the DART, 
see below) to expand; the current mandate is for Stevens to stay in Libya for up to 30 days, situation 
permitting, so that he can "get to know the TNC," NEA wHI be drafting a paper for Steinberg, which 
essentially will ask for an expanded scope of work for Stevens - which will allow him to stay in Libya for 
longer (90 days or more). Once NEA has some policy guidance about what Stevens should be seeking to 
accomplish In Libya, It will devise a plan for a new footprint on the ground - this will require needed 
resources, and could shift the mission from an envoy situation to a more permanent presence. We will 
need to watch this closely and I've flagged for P and D(S) staff that you and Pat should be included in these 
discussions. 

DART Update : The DART's mandate - which Is to conduct a humanitarian assessment In Western Libya - 
will end on April 18. DART is looking to 1] expand its mandate similar to Stevens, which will allow them to 
stay indefinitely in Benghazi; 2) expand its numbers from 2 to 4 (which then requires an increase in DS 
agents). The DART team expansion memo will be sent to Pat this week, in parallel with the Stevens 
mandate memo process. I believe that Pat will hold on it until Steinberg makes a decision about what sort 
of presence we want on the ground in Libya. Timing is the key concern ^ USAID is paying for the ferry, 
which is scheduled to depart on April 18. Should USAID have permission to stay longer, it will extend the 
ferry contract - but this runs approximately $250K a week and can't go on Indefinitely. OS has concerns 
about the USG footprint getting too big; how we can extract everyone with DoD assets If needed. Raj may 
want to talk about this in your meeting today. 

AFRiCOM Assets Moving : As the U.S. winds down its full-on participation in the NATO strikes, AFRICOM assets 
in the region will move from offshore Libya to Italy on April 18 -from 3 hours to 6 hours away from Libya. This 
has implications on extraction capabilities, if needed. 

Non-lethal Assistance - as of last night, POTUS still hasn't sl^ed the package allowing the $25M drawdown. 


Hides, Thomas R </0-SBUSTATE/OU=SES/CN-RECIPIENTS/CN=HTDESTR> 
Thursday, April 14, 201 1 7;06 AM 

state. gov> 

Re: Libya Update, April 14 (am) 


STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE. 
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Contact Group/NATO - 1 believe there will be some updates today; i'll pass them to you in hard copy, given 
classification. 


Jabril Trip : TNC leader Jabril cancelled his trip to the U.S., scheduled for today, due to flight problems. He will 
likely reschedule in May. 





Special Assistant 

Office of Deputy Secretary Thomas Nides 
U.S. Department of State 


HST 7240 
202-647-5094 
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EXHIBIT 15 

From: Kennedy, Patrick F <KennedyPF@state.sgov.gov> 

Sent: Wednesday, March 30, 201 1 12:50 PM 

To: Sullivan, Jacob J <SullivanJJ@state.sgov.gov>; Macmanus, Joseph E 

<Macnianus JE@state. sgov.gov> 

Cc: Steinberg, James B <SteinbergJB@state.sgov.gov>; Nides, Thomas R 

<NidesTR@state.sgov.gov>, Bums, William J <BumsWJ@state.sgov.gov>, Mills, 
Cheryl D <MillsCD@state.sgov.gov>; Mull, Stephen D <MullSD@state.sgov.gov>; 
Boswell, Eric J <BoswellEJ @state.sgov-gov>, Fe lt man, Jeffr ey D 
<feltmanjd@state.sgov.gov>;^^^^|^^^^| <^^^^|@state.sgov.gov> 
Subject: Liaison Officer into Libya 


Jake/Joe - PLEASE SHARE WITH SECRETARY 

After over a week of joint planning, JCS has now advised that Admiral Mullen has decided that the "no boots on the 
ground in Libya" policy precludes DOD assisting us getting Stevens into Libya. 

I tried invoking an obscure section of the Omnibus Diplomatic Security Act, which authorizes other agencies to assist DS, 
but the "no boots" decision has prevailed. 

They will let us call upon them for emergency extraction using assets they have in the Med for other purposes should 
the need arise. 

We are moving ahead to see if we can advance the arrival of a commercial ship we are chartering. It was to go in later 
to bring vehicles, supplies, and equipment. It will now be the primary. 



Regards 

pat 
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SENSITIVE BUT UNCLASSIFIED September 28,2011 

NOTE FOR DEPUTY SECRETARY BURNS AND DEPUTY SECRETARY 
NIDES 

FROM; S/P - Jake Sullivan 

NEA - Jeffrey Feltman 
D(B)/MET - Bill Taylor 

SUBJECT: Parameters for U.S. Engagement in post-Qadhafi Libya 

As the Transitional National Council (TNC) consolidates its control over Libya, 
the U.S. needs to determine the parameters that will guide our engagement with 
post-conflict Libya. While progress in Libya has thus far exceeded public 
expectations, we should expect political transition to proceed in fits and starts. We 
should also expect that the post-conflict stages will face waning support from the 
public and the Congress — and that overly intensive U.S. efforts, if not supported 
by the Libyans, could over time erode the goodwill we have built within Libya. 

We have several broad goals for Libya. We would like to see a Libya that is 
unitary and democratic, that denies access to extremists, that has effective control 
over its weaponry including WMD, and that maintains peaceful relations with its 
neighbors. We also have an interest in ensuring that Libya can sell its oil and gas 
on the global market. But post-conflict stabilization in Libya, while clearly a 
worthy undertaking at the right level of investment, cannot be counted as one of 
our highest foreign policy priorities. Strategically for us, Libya does not loom as 
large as Egypt or Syria. 

This means that, for the United States, Libya must not become a state-building 
exercise. The Administration has a primary interest in ensuring that others — the 
Libyans, the UN, the EU, and NGOs — take overall responsibility for post-conflict 
stabilization. We should not allow the momentum of our involvement to date in 
the Libyan revolution to determine our strategy for longer-term assistance. We 
need to judiciously consider priorities for our support to Libya in light of our 
interests, our other priorities, and our very scarce resources. The most difficult 
task will be deciding what not to do and resisting impulses to attempt to engineer 
Libya’s transition through U.S. engagement. 

SENSITIVE BUT UNCLASSIFIED 
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Toward that end, this memo lays out some criteria for assessing U.S. assistance 
priorities and uses those criteria to prioritize the main areas of proposed transition 
assistance to Libya. 

CRITERIA 

Any assistance that we give to post-conflict Libya needs to meet most, if not all, of 
the following criteria (listed in order of importance): 

Promotes Specific U.S. Interests - The primary criterion is that U.S. assistance 
should be tightly linked to specific U.S. interests. While the U.S. clearly has a 
broad interest in Libyan stability and democratic transition in general, assistance 
should promote specific U.S. interests such as preventing terrorism or creating a 
level playing field for U.S. businesses in Libya. 

• Unique — U.S. assistance should provide 

goods and services that are not available elsewhere. Other governments, 
multilateral organizations, and non-governmental organizations have 
substantial post-conflict capabilities. We expect that the UN and the EU 
will take the lead in many areas. Libya’s own substantial wealth means that 
the Libyan government will be able to self-fund certain types of technical 
assistance, and that the private sector will be intensely interested in 
providing such assistance. Post-conflict assistance in Libya is not a prize 
and we need not compete for post-conflict roles if they are not necessary to 
support core U.S. interests. 


• Core Competence — U.S. assistance should 
capitalize on core U.S. competences and be cost-effective. We should only 
provide assistance in areas where we have a proven track record of 
success and to which Congress is willing to devote resources. Congress 
has made clear that it will support little, if any, supplemental funds for U.S. 
assistance to Libya and limited reprogramming. 

• Requested — Assistance must be requested 
by the Libyan interim authorities or by Libyan civil society. Even if we 
feel the Libyan government or its people are making a mistake in not 
seeking our help, we should not ordinarily provide assistance which the 
Libyans do not actively request. On the other hand, while the UN will play 

SENSITIVE BUT UNCLASSIFIED 
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a critical role in coordinating international community assistance to Libya 
and we should channel requests and offers through them, we should not 
allow the UN a veto over U.S. assistance that makes sense to the United 
States and to Libyans. 

PRIORITY AREAS FOR U.S. ASSISTANCE 

The above criteria imply the following areas of priority longer-term assistance in 

rough order. 

High Priority 

• Securing Weapons - The United States has 
a clear interest in making sure that Libyan weapons, especially chemical 
weapons and man-portable air defense systems, do not fall into the wrong 
hands. We have substantial and unique capabilities in this regard that we 
have already begun to deploy and Congress has evinced support for this 
assistance. The Libyans have also requested our help. 

• Democracy and Governance - The U.S. 
has an important interest not only in ensuring an effective democratic 
transition in Libya, but also in fostering Libyan civil society and 
maintaining U.S. links to non-governmental Libyan actors. Other actors 
will play an important role in this area, but U.S. government programs have 
proven uniquely effective in developing the non-government social 
institutions and processes necessary for democratic functioning: political 
parties, monitoring elections and other political processes, and supporting 
civil society. The Libyan interim authorities have indicated support for the 
small U.S. efforts underway and some interest in getting help in the initial 
stages of their transition, but they are very sensitive to the possibility that 
such efforts will be seen as foreign interference. 

• Counterterrorism - The U.S. has a clear 
and strong interest in ensuring that violent extremists do not seize control of 
the Libyan revolution or otherwise use Libya as a platform for international 
terrorism. Libya’s long and unsecured borders are a particular area of 
concern. We have worked with other governments throughout the world on 
this issue and have substantial, unique capacities for securing borders, 
tracking movement, and training and countering extremist ideology and 
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recruitment. While extremist ideology does not appear to be an immediate 
problem within Libya and not something for which the Libyans are 
requesting immediate help, we can expect challenges in this area over time 
and we should take steps to get ahead of the game. 

• Public Financial Management - A level 
playing field for U.S. businesses in Libya requires transparent and honest 
government processes. While other international actors and private sectors 
have an important role in fostering transparency, ensuring a level-playing 
for U.S. businesses will require some direct U.S. involvement. In part 
because of international prompting, the Libyans have recognized that PFM 
will help their international and domestic credibility and help them unlock 
OPIC and other support. The Libyans also have the financial resources to 
hire outside expertise for this function, so U.S. involvement in this area 
should be limited to what is necessary to satisfy our own requirements and 
to ensure a level-playing field for U.S. business. 

Medium Priority 

• Transitional Jnstice and Reconciliation - 

Effective Libyan-owned reconciliation and justice processes will be critical 
to a stable transition. If the interim authorities fail to get buy-in from a 
broad array of Libyan stakeholders, including former regime elements, a 
gradual break-down of political order becomes much more likely. The 
Libyans have recognized that they need international assistance in this area 
in general terms, but have not as yet been able to formulate any specific 
requests. The TNC has not yet made clear how highly it will prioritize this 
objective. Despite its overall importance, however, the U.S. does not have a 
core competence in this area relative to other international actors and U.S. 
interests do not require that the U.S. be directly involved. 

• Security and Justice Sector Reform - 

Libya needs to create a judicial system, effective police forces and a 
national army that can integrate the various militias and provide law and 
order. While the U.S. has substantial and unique experience in this regard, 
it is not clear that U.S. efforts have always been cost-effective or that U.S. 
interests requires us to be directly involved in a major way. Some models of 
past U.S. experience, such as our intensive efforts in Iraq and Afghanistan, 
are likely to be untenable in Libya, while others, such as in the Palestinian 
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terrorities, might be more applicable. SSR assistance is expensive and 
implies a deep involvement in Libyan society that the U.S. may not be 
prepared to undertake. We may instead prefer to allow the UN or other 
countries to take the lead, with the U.S. providing some IMET funds. 

Lowest Priority 

• Economic Revitalization - Libya clearly 
needs to undertake a broad program of economic reconstruction and 
diversification. Ultimately, the new Libyan authorities may be judged on 
their ability to provide economic growth and employment for their 
population. But the U.S. lacks unique expertise or a direct interest in this 
area. Libyan resources, moreover, are adequate to this task, in contrast to 
many other post-conflict situations. 

• Essential Services - In the short-term, the 
new Libyan authorities will be judged on their ability to maintain delivery 
of basic services (food, water, electricity, security) to all residents of Libya. 
So far, however, the Libyans have done surprisingly well in this area 
without substantial U.S. assistance and this may be an area in which the UN 
and other actors can provide any needed assistance. 

The chart below summarizes the discussion above. Green implies that the given 
area satisfies the criteria, yellow that it does so with some important caveats, and 
red that it does not. 
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United States Department of State 
Washington, D. C. 20520 
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DECL: 05/10/2021 

ACTION MEMO FOR DEPUTY SECRETARIES STEINBERG AND NIDES 
FROM: NEA - Jeffrey Feltman 

SUBJECT: The Way Forward on the Future Near-Term U.S. Presence in 
Benghazi 

Recommendation 

That you approve the concept of a phased approach, as described below, for 
any decisions to expand the mission of U.S. Special Envoy to the Libyan 
Transitional National Council Chris Stevens and his team in order to increase 
reporting and coordination. 

Approve Disapprove 

That you approve the first and second phases - set out in this memo and 
attachments - for implementation. (The third, more ambitious phase is included 
merely for planning and informational purposes. It will be presented for decision 
at a later date, subject to policy developments and security conditions.) 

Approve Disapprove 

Background 

U.S. Special Envoy to the Libyan Transitional National Council (TNC) 

Chris Stevens has been in Benghazi since April 5. He and his team, including one 
political officer and eight Diplomatic Security (DS) agents, were given approval by 
the Under Secretary for Management to travel to Libya for the specific purpose of 
establishing contact with the TNC to conduct activities related to information 
gathering, liaison, and humanitarian assistance, after announcement of his 
appointment and mission by the President. Under Secretary Kennedy’s initial 
assessment was for 30 days. Four USAID Disaster Assistance Response Team 
(DART) members also are in Benghazi, bringing the total number of Americans in 
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Benghazi to 14, As demands increase on Stevens and his team for more reporting 
and coordination and as we seek ways to increase our engagement with the TNC, 
we face an immediate need to increase the size of his mission, including addressing 
the need for secure communications. In order to manage the security challenges 
of this highly fluid environment, we recommend a phased approach. This memo 
sets out three phases, but we are only seeking approval for the modest staffing 
increases in Phases One and Two. We will seek approval of implementation of 
Phase Three at a later date, when the policy environment and assistance levels - 
not currently evident - would justify establishment of a full Representative Office. 
We wilf seek separate approve from the Under Secretary for Management for any 
increase in the mission’s staffing, as Embassy Tripoli remains on ordered 
evacuation status. 

Phase One, to be implemented in mid-May, would include a modest increase 
to improve Stevens’ reporting abilities. It calls for the addition of an 
IMO/Management Officer (primarily to facilitate establishment of secure 
communications) and an Arabic-speaking economic officer. Phase One responds 
to and addresses currently identified demands of the mission, within the conditions 
of our current policy posture towards the TNC. In the wake of two Contact Group 
meetings, a NATO ministerial, three meetings between the Secretary and TNC 
Prime Minster-equivalent Mahmoud Jibril, as well as Jibril’s May 10-13 
Washington visit, it is time now to slightly plus up our size and enhance our ability 
to coordinate on in-kind assistance through donor coordination on the ground, and 
by using the Libyan Information Exchange Mechanism, and to increase 
coordination on non-humanitarian stabilization assistance in the east. We have an 
immediate need to send an Information Managemen t OfficerXIMQl..teJi,6n8hazi to 
provide secure communications. could be 

sent to Benghazi with a vehicle shipment, which is planned on/about May 12. We 
also need to increase Stevens’ reporting abilities and propose sending an Economic 
Officer to Benghazi. DS advises that the current team of ten agents could support 
the modest increase of one IMO and one Economic Officer. The maximum 
number of personnel that could be supported in Phase One is 1 8, of which 10 
would be DS agents. Based on very preliminary and notional numbers, NEA 
estimates the cost of Phase One is $1,265 million (see Tab 2 for a detailed budget). 
This includes $174K in recurring costs for 30 days and $1 .191 million in one-time 
costs. The one-time costs include $950K for the shipment and purchase of four 
fiilly-armored vehicles. It also includes $100K for the potential purchase of a 
which is currently on loan from Embassy Kathmandu. 
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At the conclusion of the second thirty days on-the-ground for the Stevens 
mission, o/a June 12, we recommend moving to Phase Two. The mid-May visit to 
Washington of TNC Foreign Affairs co-Coordinator Mahmoud Jibril will serve to 
further solidify U.S. support for TNC efforts and could be an appropriate event to 
use as a catalyst for moving to Phase Two in June. Phase Two would likely 
presage an increase in both assistance and reporting responsibilities. If the security 
environment continues to be permissive, Stevens will need more staff to conduct 
the detailed assessments and analysis required to inform the Washington policy 
process. Phase Two would require adding eight new staff, including three DS 
agents, two DART members, one additional Management Officer, one political 
officer and one PD/Consular Officer. Phase Two would also require the hiring of 
approximately eight locally engaged staff to provide support services for the 
expanded team. It is likely that the team in Benghazi also will be asked to host a 
larger number of visitors, including short-term assistance from other USG agencies 
and Congressional Delegations. 

This plus-up is not contingent on dramatic changes on policy and assistance 
fronts, but will strengthen the team to address anticipated incremented increases in 
workloads, visitors, and assistance to the TNC. The current mission cannot handle 
even a modest number of visitors without a more robust management platform, 
including a full-time contracting officer capable of local procurement and 
contracted local staff The estimated cost of Phase Two is $1 .9 million. This 
includes $928,000 in recurring costs ($231,000 per month for four months) and 
$972,000 in additional one-time costs. The one-time costs include another 
shipment and purchase of an additional four armored vehicles. 

Phase Three is included here merely for future planning purposes. It would 
entail establishment of a Representative Office, which would be dependent on 
policy decisions at the Principals’ level in favor of a more forward and robust 
diplomatic presence in Benghazi. It would make sense when Principals have 
determined that the level of diplomatic outreach and assistance to the TNC, 
particularly during the stabilization phase in the east before the end of the conflict, 
has reached levels that the light staffing and relatively ad hoc arrangements in 
Phases One and Two can no longer address effectively. As the political situation 
shifts from stabiiization in the east to include ceasefire implementation and 
eventually post-conflict diplomatic transition, the Benghazi mission will need 
a sustainable critical mass, in terms of management platform and personnel, to 
address a widening range of contingencies, which among others could include a 
rapid in flux of visitors, TDY personnel, burgeoning demands of support for 
expanding assistance programs, and a possible decision to use the Benghazi 
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missioti as a base for exploring the reopening of the embassy in Tripoli. As the 
situation in Libya continues to develop, the USG may wish to fiarther bolster the 
TNC through the establishment of a U.S. Representative Office in Benghazi. This 
will require an expansion of our political engagement and technical assistance to 
the TNC. This wide array of engagement likely would be supported by a high 
volume of TDYers from other USG agencies and would require a more sizable 
administrative platform to support these visitors. It may also be preferable to move 
a mission of this size into a residential villa or oil company compound that could 
be more easily secured. The Department would complete congressional 
notification procedures before establishing a new post in Benghazi. The U.S. 
Representative Office and American personnel assigned there would not have 
diplomatic privileges and immunities normally granted under the Vienna 
Convention. 

With this footprint, security demands would require transitioning from a 
protective detail to a traditional Regional Security Office (RSO) setup, 

Establishing a RSO for the Special Envoy’s mission will require identifying and 
funding FTE positions for both Direct Hire American Citizens (RSO and ARSO) 
and Locally Employed Staff for the local guard force. Foreign Service National 
Investigator. } ^ and protective security to supplement or 

replace the Dignitary Protection team. Appropriate equipment will need to be 
procured and delivered. A reliable method of emergency evacuation must be 
established, as well as determining appropriate physical security requirements. 
Numbers of staff and quantities of equipment needed cannot be determined until 
the scope of the task is defined and a full and comprehensive on-the-ground 
assessment is conducted. 

The total estimated cost to State of Phases I and II is $3.09 million. Given 
the tight fiscal environment and the limited Diplomatic and Consular Programs 
(D&CP) resources available to the Bureau, NEA will have to examine closely what 
funding Phases One and Two within available resources will mean for other NEA 
priorities. However, FY 201 1 costs to NEA could be decreased should 
reimbursement for certain aspects qfthe vehicles not be sought and by continuing 
to borrow rather than purchase] ^ from Embassy Kathmandu. Travel 

and vehicle costs are currently shared between DS and NEA. NEA is reallocating 
funds from Embassy Tripoli’s allotments to offset costs for activities in Benghazi. 
As we move towards Phase Three, Full Time Equivalent (FTE) for a full-time 
presence in Benghazi would initially come from Embassy Tripoli. Additional 
funding would then be required at Phase Three. We cannot realistically estimate 
the cost until we have management officers on the ground. 
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Attachments : 

Tab I - Expansion Platform 

Tab 2 - Budget Estimates for Phases One and Two 
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Mn. Missakian . Ms. Meehan, my name is Craig Missakian. I'm one 
of the lawyers for the majority staff on the House Select Committee 
on Benghazi. Before we begin the questioning, I'm just going to go 
over some ground rules. First, we're conducting this transcribed 
interview pursuant to a resolution of Congress, and I just wanted to 
make sure that you understand when you're answering our questions or 
answering questions from Members of Congress, that you're subject to 
the penalties provided for in 18 U.S.C. 1001 that requires to provide 
truthful testimony, and if you don't, you could be subject to criminal 
penalty. Do you understand that? 

Ms. Meehan . I do. 

Mr. Missakian . Is there any reason why today you can't give us 
your best, most truthful testimony? 

Ms. Meehan . No reason. 

Mr. Missakian. Now, this is going to be a little different, and 
I don't know if you've ever had your deposition taken before, but it 
is going to be a little different than a deposition would occur in the 
context of a Federal District Court proceeding, for example. Here, 
there are no objections other than for privilege. To the extent that 
an objection is raised for privilege and we can't resolve it here, it 
will then go to the chairman of the committee. Trey Gowdy, and it will 
be resolved at that level. So just to clarify, are you represented 
here today by counsel? 

Ms. Meehan. I am accompanied today by members of the White House 
counsel staff. I do not have personal counsel here. 
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Mn. Missakian . So to the extent that Mn. McQuaid or the other 
lawyers here from the White House counsel staff intends to raise 
objections based on privilege, we can deal with those as they come up. 

Ms. Meehan . Okay. 

Mr. Missakian. The ground rules for this interview, it's also 
a little different than a deposition. What happens is the majority 
staff will begin the questioning, and we will go for an hour. Then 
once we're finished, the lawyers from the minority staff will step in, 
and they will go for another hour; and we'll go back and forth until 
everyone is finished asking all their questions. 

If at any time in the middle of an hour or at the end of an hour 
if you want to take a break for any reason or no reason, just let us 
know, and we'll do our best to accommodate that. Have I left anything 
out? 

Mr. Chipman . Perhaps if you could get a record of those who are 
in attendance. 

Mr. Missakian . Yes. Typically we go around the room and 
introduce people. As I said, I am Craig Missakian from the majority 
staff. 

Ms. Clarke . Sheria Clarke from the majority staff. 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. I'm Susanne Sachsman Grooms from the 
minority staff. 

Ms. Sawyer. Heather Sawyer from the minority. 

Ms. O'Brien. Erin O'Brien, minority. 

Mr. Walsh . lames Walsh, White House counsel's office. 
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Mn. Zaid . Zaid Zaid, White House counsel's office. 

Mn. McQuaid. Nick McQuaid, White House counsel's office. 

Ms. Meehan . And Bernadette Meehan^ witness. 

Mr. Chipman. Dana Chipman with the majority staff. 

EXAMINATION 
BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 

Q Let's begin. Ms. Meehan j let's start with where did you 
work and what was your title in September of 2012? 

A In September of 2012, I was a foreign service officer on 
detail to the White House National Security Council. My title was 
assistant press secretary in the National Security Council Press 
Office. 

Mr. Missakian. For the record, we just had two additional people 
join us. Gentlemen, could you state your name for the record? 

Mr. Kenny. Peter Kenny for the minority staff. 

Mr. Rebnord. Dan Rebnord for the minority. 

BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 

Q And when did that detail begin? 

A My detail began in Duly of 2012. 

Q How long did it last? 

A I was a member of the NSC press team until Dune of 2015, 
though my position within the NSC press office changed over those 3 
years . 

Q How did it change? 

A I eventually became the deputy spokesperson and then 
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eventually the spokesperson for the National Security Council. 

Q When did that first change in your title occur? 

A I became the deputy at some point in 2013^ summer of 2013, 

I think. 

Q And when were you promoted to be the spokesperson of the 
National Security Council? 

A In the summer/fall of 2014. 

Q I've seen the National Security Council referred to 
sometimes by a different acronym, NSS, sometimes NSS, sometimes NSC. 
What do you prefer? What is it? 

A It is currently NSC staff. When I started it was NSS staff, 
but it has since gone back to being officially called NSC staff. 

Q So if I refer to it as NSC, we ' 11 all know what we ' re talking 
about? 

A Yes . 

Q Prior to becoming a detailee to the NSC in Duly of 2012, 
what were you doing at the State Department? 

A I began my career as a foreign service officer in 2004. I 
served a 2-year assignment at the U.S. Embassy in Bogota, Colombia, 
from 2004 to 2006. In 2006, I volunteered to serve in Iraq. So from 
September 2006 until September 2007, I was at the U.S. Embassy in 
Baghdad, Iraq. I, then, returned to Washington and studied Arabic 
full-time at the Department of State's Foreign Service Institute in 
Virginia. That was about 10 months . I, then, was deployed to the U.S. 
Consulate General in Dubai, the United Arab Emirates. That was from 
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the summer of 2008 until the summer of 2010. 

In the summer of 2010, I returned to Washington and began a detail, 
or an assignment, I should say, in the Department of State's Executive 
Secretariat. That was approximately 10 months. I, then, became the 
foreign service officer filling a special assistant position in the 
Secretary of State's office. I did that for approximately 15 months, 
until I was detailed over to the National Security Council in Duly of 
2012. 


Q And once you got to the National Security Council in Duly 
of 2012, what were your duties? 

A My responsibility, at that particular point in time, was 
to handle press inquiries related to administration policy in the 
Middle East and North Africa. 

Q Could you give us a little bit of an idea what the structure 
of the office looked like? 

A Sure. At that point in time, we were four press officers 
on detail from various national security agencies. We reported to both 
the spokesperson at the time, and the deputy national security advisor 
for strategic communications. 

Q Who was the spokesperson at the time? 

A At that time, it was Tommy Vietor. 

Q Tommy Vietor was the spokesperson for the National Security 
Council? 


A That's correct. 

Q And the deputy spokesperson you mentioned, who was that? 
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A The deputy spokesperson at the time was Caitlin Hayden. 

Q Can you spell hen name, please? 

A C-a-i-t-l-i-n, and hen last name is H-a-y-d-e-n. 

Q Was Ben Rhodes employed at the NSC at that point? 

A He was. He was the Deputy National Security Advisor that 
I referred to. 

Q Oh, okay. And where was Ben Rhodes in your chain of 
command? 

A I reported both to Tommy and to Ben. So Ben was Tommy's 
direct boss, and the four press officers in the NSC press office 
reported to Tommy and to Ben. 

Q Physically, where were you all located? 

A At this particular point in the time, the four press 
officers were in the Executive Office Building, the Eisenhower 
Executive Office Building. Tommy and Ben were located in the West 
Wing. 

Q Did that change? 

A When I became the spokesperson of the National Security 
Council, I, then, took a desk in the West Wing where Tommy used to sit. 

Q Focusing on September of 2012, were you in the Old Executive 

Office Building at that point? 

A I was. 

Q And what was your relationship, if any, to Denis McDonough 
at that point in time? 

A At that point in time, Denis McDonough was the Deputy 
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National Security Advisor handling policy^ as opposed to Ben Rhodes^ 
who did strategic communications. So I would see him in meetings. He 
was obviously sort of the deputy of the overall NSC, so I would see 
him in meetings, but no direct reporting line to him. 

Q Give us an idea of your day-to-day life in September of 2012 
prior to the attacks. 

A Sure. Well, I had been there for approximately 7 or 8 weeks 
at that point in time, so was still new to the NSC. We would field 
requests from reporters, both domestic and international, throughout 
the day. We were also responsible for coordinating press guidance 
throughout the interagency to help prepare any of the spokespeople at 
national security agencies that would hold daily press briefings. 
That would include, at the time, lay Carney, the spokesperson for the 
White House; Toria Nuland at the State Department; George Little at 
the Department of Defense; and attend meetings as required to help 
fulfill those duties. 

Q Did anybody sit you down and explain the process of 
coordinating the interagency messaging that you just talked about? 

A So generally, when someone joined the press office, we had 
a few days with our predecessor, so I had time to shadow that individual, 
and then we have time, obviously, with the other members of the office. 
It's often a staggered start, so I was the only person starting at that 
particular point in time, and was able to work with the other members 
of the office to understand how we were expected to carry out those 


duties . 
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Q Okay. What did you learn? 

A Wellj I learned how we coordinate, usually on a daily basis, 
with other national security agencies to try and determine what we feel 
will be, quote-unquote, "news of the day,” that may be raised in any 
of the daily press briefings across the interagency. We coordinate 
across the interagency press offices to work on incoming stories. 
There's usually multiple equities involved and multiple agencies will 
have a part of what a reporter is inquiring about, so we want to ensure 
that every agency that has an equity is aware of that and is working 
together to respond to an inquiry. So that is generally what I was 
taught when I came in. 

Q In the process of coordinating a message with the 
interagency, does somebody have the final word on the message? 

A It's a case-by-case basis. It depends on what the topic 
is, whether the inquiry is, what the various equities are of each of 
the agencies, so it would be a collaborative process among the 
interagency to determine who will field that inquiry and what input 
other agencies will have into it. 

Q Can you give us an example of something in practice that 
might shed some light on who has the final word on a particular issue? 

A Sure. So, you can look at multiple scenarios that would, 
perhaps, be different, but an example would be if there is military 
action going on in Iraq, for example, and a reporter has an inquiry, 
they may have an inquiry that has multiple parts. They may say, for 
example, can you discuss what targets were struck in a particular 
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military action, and how does that relate to the President's overall 
strategy to combat ISIS in Iraq. 

We would then coordinate among the different agencies and say, 
DOD, you would be best placed to handle inquiries about what the 
military targets were, what the military action was in that instance; 
whereas, the White House would be most appropriate, from the NSC staff, 
to handle questions related to the President's overall policy with 
regards to combating ISIS in Iraq. And if there was a role for the 
State Department, we would draw them into that as well. 

Q Okay. Aside from who would be the best agency to address 
an issue, would it be fair to say that NSC has the final word on the 
content of a message, or is that going too far? 

A It's dependent. It's a case-by-case basis again. You 
know, the military would be best placed to make a final decision on 
how they're going to characterize military action, for example. The 
intelligence community would be the provider and the final 
decisionmaker on anything related to an intelligence assessment, for 
example. Generally the NSC would have the final word on anything that 
is characterizing the President's feelings, thoughts, or policy. So, 
again, it's a case-by-case basis. 

Q Speaking of the intelligence community, how would you 
describe the relationship between the NSC and the intelligence 
community? 

A Well, I can only speak to the communications part, since 


that was the channel that I worked in. 
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Q Yes. 

A But we had an excellent relationship. They were a pant of 
the daily coordination that we had across the interagency for 
news-of -the-day items. I was in daily contact usually with my 
counterparts at both the CIA and the DNI. 

Q Were there any other members of the intelligence community 
that you had this daily contact with, besides CIA and DIA? 

A On occasion, NCTC. At this particular time related to 
Benghazi, there were no other agencies that I was in direct contact 
with the spokespeople . I can't speak to what the coordinating role 
of the DNI and the CIA were in that. 

Mr. McQuaid. Craig, I think you said DIA. I ' m not sure if that ' s 
the same. 

BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 

Q I'm sorry. You said DNI. 

A DNI. 

Q I did say DIA. Thank you. Who were your contacts at CIA? 
This was in September of 2012. 

A Right. I can't recall who the spokesperson was at that 
particular time at CIA. 

Q In talking about the CIA, are we talking about the office 
within CIA that has the acronym OPA? 

A Yes, that would be correct, the Office of Public Affairs. 

Q Within the Office of Public Affairs, there was, obviously, 

a spokesperson whose name you can't recall. Is that the person you 



877 


13 


dealt with on a daily basis? 

A It would be, generally from CIA, each member of their team 
would participate in daily coordination. They had a relatively small 
team. 

Q Do you remember the name of anybody on the team? 

A At that particular time, there was an individual named 

Preston who was working there at the time. He's the one that comes 
to mind. I don't recall who the other members of that team were at 
that time. 

Q Do you recall dealing with anybody in particular on the 

issue of the attacks in Benghazi? 

A On CIA, I don't. Most of the coordination was done through 
the DNI, on the intelligence side. 

Q In communicating with Preston or anybody else in the CIA, 

OPA shop, was that done by phone or was it done by email? 

A Both. 

Q Both. And with regards to DNI, did they have their own 

press office? 

A They did. 

Q Do you recall the names of anybody in the DNI press office? 

A I do. The spokesperson at the time was Shawn Turner, and 

he generally was the person that we coordinated anything related to 
intelligence with. 

Q Was there anybody else in that press shop that you recall? 

A There were other members of the press shop. Shawn was my 
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primary point of contact. At that point in time^ I don't recall who 
was working with him. 

Q Do you recall dealing with Shawn with regard to the attacks 
in Benghazi? 

A I do. 

Q Why don't we just go into that a little bit. What do you 
recall about your interaction with Shawn Turner with regard to the 
Benghazi attacks? 

A He was a member, as I said, of the interagency 
communications team, so I remember on a daily basis he was part of any 
meetings that the interagency communicators convened, whether it was 
email chains, SVTCs, conference calls; and he was, as I said, our 
conduit for information that the intelligence community felt was 
relevant as we formulated a public response to the attack. 

Q Do you recall anything specific about your interactions 
with Shawn Turner, or do all those meetings and email exchanges and 
conversations just blend together? 

Mr. McQuaid. Can we go off the record for one second? 

[Discussion off the record.] 

BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 

Q During the off-the-record discussion, I want to make it 
clear to the witness that the questions I'm asking you are really 
focused on the period around the September 11, 2012 attack. To the 
extent you remember events that occurred on a specific day, you can 
provide that information to us. To the extent you don't and you just 
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have a generalized recollection of events during that time period^ the 
time period of the attack or the immediate aftermath^ that's fine to 
provide that information as well. But I'm not asking for your 
recollection of events about Benghazi that may have occurred more 
recently. We're just focused on that time period. Is that clear? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. So back to the question about Shawn Turnerj do you 
recall any specific interaction you had with him during that September 
11, 2012 time period? 

A This is obviously more than 3 years ago at this point. I 
remember lots of interactions with him. I am happy to answer questions 
if there are questions about specific interactions, but I would sort 
of need a little bit more context to be able to answer the questions. 

Q Let's go in. What specific interactions do you recall, and 
we'll start there? 

A Well, again, I remember that Shawn was a participant on 
daily conference calls that we would have, even prior to Benghazi as 
a general rule that we held across the interagency to determine what 
would news-of -the-day topics be that spokespeople or other agencies 
would need to deal with . During the time period that we ' re discussing, 
Benghazi obviously was the focus of most of the press during that time, 
so I do recall that Shawn was the DNI representative on those calls. 

Q Let me jump in to make it a little easier. I want to ask 
you if you have any specific recollection. An example of that would 
be on such-an-such a day, you remember getting on the phone with a Shawn 
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Turner and discussing a specific topic. I know this was a few years 
ago, so it may be difficult to recall that, but if you have any 
recollections of any conversations that stick out in your mind or any 
meetings that may stick out in your mind or any email exchanges, where 
you can, not word for word, but give us the essential substance of what 
was discussed, that's kind of what I'm asking for now. Does anything 
stick out in your mind during that period, or does it all kind of blend 
together in a more general way? 

A It all kind of blends together in a more general way. 

Q Okay. That's fair, so we'll try to get at it in a different 

way. A couple background questions. At the time, did you have a 
security clearance? 

A I did. 

Q To what level? 

A TS/SCI. 

Q And in your office, did you have a secure computer system 
in your own office? 

A I did. 

Q Was there also a SCIF in the area where you worked? 

A There was. 

Q And during the period between 9/11, 2012 and the attacks 
and the end of that week, do you recall reading any classified 
information? 

A I don't recall specific classified information, but as a 

general rule, I would have access to classified information during that 
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timej yes. 

Q As you sit here today, you can't recall anything specific 
that you read? And I'm just talking about physical pieces of paper 
that you read. 

A I do not recall specifically what classified information 
I was reading at that time, no. 

Q Do you recall if you read any classified information, other 
than your general practice? 

A Again, as I sit here today, I couldn't say with certainty. 

Q Do you recall having any classified briefings during that 
period? 

A I don't recall having any classified briefings by the 
intelligence community, for example. I would, as a general rule, have 
been involved in meetings where classified information was discussed. 

Q As a general rule, that may have occurred, but during that 
period, do you recall anything specifically where you participated in 
a classified briefing? 

A I recall that in that period, there would have been 
communicator SVTCs that are not necessarily classified in and of 
themselves, but would have been held in a secure facility in the WHSR 
at a TS/SCI level, and it is possible that classified information would 
have been discussed in those meetings, yes. 

Q Do you recall any of those SVTCs in particular? 

A I don't. 

Q We have seen evidence that there was a SVTC at 7:30 p.m. 
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on the night of the attacks on September 11. Did you take part in that? 
Do you recall? 

A I don't recall as I sit here today. 

Q Do you recall taking part in any specific SVTC during that 

week? 

A Specifically I don't. I know that I didj but if you're 
asking for a specific sort of date, time, and topics, I don't recall. 

Q When you say you know that you did, is that just based on 
your own understanding of your own general practice, or does something 
specific stand out in your mind? For example, did you review a calendar 
prior to this interview today that jogged your memory? 

A I did not review any calendars in preparation for my 
appearance here today. It's a combination of as general practice, we 
would hold those types of meetings among the interagency, classified 
SVTCs, and I do recall that there were communicator SVTCs that were 
held that week. I don't recall specific dates and times. 

Q Did you review any documents prior to the interview here 
today to prepare? 

A I was shown less than 10 documents by White House counsel 
in preparation for this appearance today, documents that they thought 
might be raised during the questioning that they wanted me to 
familiarize myself with, but, no, beyond that, I did not. 

Q Let's talk a little bit about the night of the attacks on 
September 11. Do you recall how you first heard about the attacks? 

A I do not. 
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Q Do you recall whether somebody told youj whether you saw 
it on the news, whether you got an email, anything? 

A I don't, unfortunately. I'm sorry. 

Q Do you recall where you were at the time when you heard? 

A I was at the NSC. 

Q Do you recall about what time you heard? 

A I do not. 

Q Do you recall any discussions with anybody, and I'm not 
talking about the whole night. I'm just talking about in relationship 
to your first hearing about what had occurred? 

A I can't say whether this is the first I heard, but I do 
specifically remember receiving an email from Toria Nuland, who was 
the spokesperson at the State Department at the time, wanting to ensure, 
on her part, that I was aware that something was happening, and asking 
that we remain in close touch as the situation developed in anticipation 
of press inquiries. 

Q In response to that email, did you do anything? 

A I don't recall. 

Q Take us through the night, as best you can reconstruct it 
now a few years later, from the point where you heard about the attacks 
until you went home that night. 

A I recall being in contact with the State Department, 
Department of Defense, the intelligence community, conversations with 
Ben and Tommy. I would have been in touch also with policy members 
of the NSC who had responsibility for Libya as well. I don't recall 
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what time I left that eveningj but I know it was quite late^ and when 
I returned home, I continued to work for a good portion of the night 
on BlackBerry. 

Q Let's start with the conversations you may have had with 
people at the NSC that night. I think you mentioned Ben Rhodes and 
Tommy Vietor . Aside from those two, did you speak to anybody else about 
the attacks that you recall? 

A I don't recall specifically. As a general matter when 
there is something that occurs that I will need to be prepared to respond 
publicly to, I would be in touch with whoever the policy person is at 
the NSC that has responsibility for that particular issue. 

Q Who was that? 

A At this time, it would have been Ben Fishman, who was the 
director for Libya. 

Q During that night, can you say how many conversations you 
had with Ben Rhodes? 

A I don't recall. 

Q Was it one, a dozen? 

A I really couldn't say. I don't remember. 

Q Do you have a best estimate? Was it at the point where you 

were talking to them constantly, or were they all blending together? 

A I wouldn't want to speculate. 

Q That's fair. What, if anything, do you recall about any 
of the conversations you had with Mr. Rhodes that night? 

A I recall letting him know that I was in touch with my 
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counterparts at the various national security agencieSj that I was 
working with MENA, which was the Middle East-North Africa Directorate 
at the NSC, the policy side, which was customary and standard practice, 
and discussing with him how we were going to work with the interagency 
to determine what the press response, the public response, to this would 
be. 

Q And how did you first communicate with him? Was it by 
email, by phone? Did you walk over to the West Wing? How did you do 
it? 

A I don't recall. 

Q When you had your first conversation with Mr. Rhodes, did 
you get the sense that he was aware of the attack? 

A I don't recall that first conversation, so I couldn't say. 

Q Do you recall whether you told him about the attack or 

whether he was already aware of it? 

A Again, unfortunately as I don't remember the first 
conversation, I wouldn't want to speculate as to who told who. 

Q As best you can recall, what did he say to you during that 
evening about the attacks? 

A I don't recall specific conversations. As a general 
matter, it would have been conversations about what the public response 
would have been. That would have been the responsibility of the press 
team and the rest of the communicators in the interagency, so 
discussions would have centered around that topic. 

Q You phrased your answer by saying what would have occurred. 
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I don't want you to speculate. If you don't have a specific 
recollection, that's fine, but do you recall, generally, anything that 
he said that night? 

A I do not. 

Q So as you sit here today, you can't recall anything that 
he said? 

A On that specific day, no, I could not with certainty. 

Q What about Tommy Vietor, did you have any conversations with 
him the night of the attack? 

A I don't recall specific conversations. Again, as a general 
matter, he would have been involved in helping to determine what the 
public response was. 

Q Generally, do you recall anything that he said to you that 
night? 

A I do not. 

Q Do you recall anything that Mr. Fishman, Ben Fishman, said 
to you that night? 

A I do not. 

Q I believe you said that you communicated with the State 
Department as well. Who at the State Department other than Victoria 
Nuland, who you already identified? 

A I was in touch with press counterparts in the Department 
of State's Bureau of NEA Affairs. Specifically, I recall being in 
touch with Aaron Snipe throughout that day. He was a press officer. 

Q What do you recall discussing with Mr. Snipe? 
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A I recall that Aaron was the first person that morning to 
inform me of an incident outside the U.S. Embassy in Cairo early in 
the morning Washington time^ having discussions with him about that, 
and being in touch with him throughout the day as we were waiting for 
more information about what was happening in Benghazi. 

Q What did he tell you about Cairo? 

A To the best of my recollection, he told me that there had 

been an incident in Cairo outside the Embassy with individuals who were 
protesting the production of an anti-Muslim video, and that there were 
attempts to reach the compound walls. 

Q What, if anything, did you do with regard to Cairo? 

A Me personally? 

Q Yes. 

A I told him to keep me apprised. I asked him if the State 

Department had already issued a comment. And to my recollection, they 
had already publicly spoken and addressed what was going on in Cairo. 

Q The State Department, or the Embassy in Cairo? 

A The State Department said that the State Department had 

responded, whether that referred to the Embassy in Cairo or the Main 
State Department, I couldn't say. 

Q Okay. Did you have any conversations with Tommy Vietor or 

Ben Rhodes about what was occurring in Cairo? 

A Not that I can recall at that point in time. I do recall 
that what had happened in Cairo certainly came up once we were aware 
that there was an incident outside of the facility in Benghazi, but 
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I don't recall speaking to them in the morning about it as a separate 
matter. 

Q Okay. So you do recall there was a time between what 
occurred in Cairo and what occurred in Benghazi? They were not 
happening at the same time? 

A That is my recollection j yes. 

Q And whatj if anything^ do you recall discussing about the 
relationshipj if any, between what was occurring in Cairo and what was 
occurring in Benghazi? 

A I don't recall the specifics of those conversations, simply 
that there was a discussion that there had been an incident in Cairo 
earlier in the day as we were learning about what was unfolding in 
Benghazi . 

Q Beyond that, do you recall anything else that was said? 

A I do not. 

Q Did you do anything with regard to Cairo? In other words, 
did you prepare a draft message or anything like that? Did you do 
anything? 

A To the best of my recollection, before I was aware of what 
was happening in Benghazi, we deferred to the State Department to 
address what was happening in Cairo, which would have been standard 
practice at that point. 

Q It sounded like your conversation with Mr. Snipe was focused 
on Cairo. He was giving you a heads up on that incident . Is that fair? 

A That's my recollection, yes. 
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Q Did you have any conversations with Mr. Snipe or anybody 
else at the State Department about Benghazi? 

A I do recall that I was in touch with Aaron and his officOj 
the NEA press officej again^ as we became aware that there was an 
incident in Benghazi^ yes. 

Q Was it just Mr. Snipe that you communicated with or was it 
other people in his office? 

A I don't recall specifically. Generally it would be more 
than one person in that office. 

Q And you've told us what you and he discussed about Cairo. 
Do you recall what you and he discussed about Benghazi? 

A I do not. 

Q Did you take any notes of any of your conversations with 
him that we could look at, anything like that? 

A I don't recall taking notes. I, generally, as a practice, 
wouldn't. Most of my conversations with him probably took place over 
email . 

Q Do you recall any of your conversations with anybody else 
at the State Department besides Ms. Nuland and Mr. Snipe about Benghazi, 
the night of the attack? 

A Specifically September 11? 

Q Yes. 

A I do recall later that night, very late that night, emailing 
lake Sullivan to ask him whether Chris Stevens was dead. 

Q Did you ever have any conversations, like phone 
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conversations, with Mr. Sullivan? 

A I don't recall whether I did on that day. 

Q Do you recall generally having any conversations with him 
that week? Or in the immediate aftermath of the attack, that general 
period of September 2012? 

A I do recall having one phone conversation with him. I don't 
know whether it's in the scope of the 4 to 5 days that we ' re discussing . 

Q Okay. What was discussed in that conversation? 

A He raised that he had been unaware before Matt Olsen 
testified on the Hill, that Matt Olsen was going to make a link publicly 
to A1 Qaeda in reference to the Benghazi attack. 

Q Why did he raise that issue with you? 

A I can 't say why I was the individual that he called . I don't 

know. 

Q Did he ask you to do anything? 

Mr. McQuaid. Craig, as I think you're aware, I think that is 
postdating what we were here to talk about. 

Mr. Missakian . No, it's not. Let's go off the record. 

[Discussion off the record.] 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. Let's go on the record for the 
conversation . 

Mr. Missakian . Let's go on the record. 

Mr. McQuaid . So on the record, we had a very clear understanding 
that's memorialized in an email that we were here to talk about 
September 12 through the 16, and that what you're talking about, again. 
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Ms. Meehan wouldn't know those exact dates j but I know from being aware 
of the record of the investigation, that it's the 18th, so I'd ask you 
to, again, direct your questions to the 12th through the 16th. 

Mr. Missakian . Can we go off the record. 

[Discussion off the record.] 

BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 

Q Alright. Let's go back to the list of people you 
communicated with that night. You also mentioned you communicated 
with the Department of Defense, I believe? 

A Correct. 

Q Describe that for us. 

A That would have been George Little and/or other members of 
his team that would be the press office at the Department of Defense, 
again, as part of the interagency coordination efforts to determine 
what the initial press posture would be. 

Q Again, you say it would have been George Little and/or . I'm 
just asking you about what you recall. If you don't recall who you 
communicated with, that's fine. That's an acceptable answer. So do 
you recall specifically communicating with anybody from the Department 
of Defense that night? 

A I do not recall specific conversations, no. 

Q So would it be fair to say that the communications you had 

with DOD were email communications where they may have been on an email 
chain? 

A Certainly, email would have been one method of 
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communications j yes. 

Q Do you recall having phone conversations with anybody at 
the Department of Defense? 

A I recall that we had an interagency conference call. DOD 
was a party to that call. I don't remember who specifically 
represented DOD on that call. 

Q Do you recall when that conversation occurred? 

A I do not. 

Q What do you recall about that interagency phone call? 

A Againj only that it was to coordinate what the initial press 
response would be. 

Q What do you recall generally about what was discussed? 

A I don't want to speculatOj per your instructions. I don't 

recall specifically what that conversation was. 

Q Okay. Do you recall anything generally? 

A It would have been a determination. It was a determination 
of which agencies had equities, and that it was basically a decision 
about whether the State Department or the White House would be the first 
to speak about what was occurring. 

Q What do you recall about how that decision was made as to 
whether or not it should be the State Department or the White House 
to speak initially? 

A I don't recall specifically. 

Q What do you recall generally? 

A Generally, I recall that Toria Nuland had drafted holding 
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lines that she necommended on behalf of the State Department. I 
couldn't speak to who was involved in that decision at the State 
Departmentj but that Toria, in communicating it to us, recommended that 
the State Department put out initially as holding lines. 

Q What is a holding line? 

A A holding line is generally information that we put out to 
the press when there's great interest in a particular issue, and we 
don't have a complete understanding of what is occurring at a particular 
point in time, but there is a need to provide a response, so that is 
generally something that acknowledges what the issue is, and saying 
that as we have more information, we will make it available. 

Q And do you recall when during the evening that phone call 
occurred? 

A I do not. 

Q Was there any information that was being provided back and 
forth about what was going on in Benghazi during that call? 

A I don't recall. 

Q As best you can recall, how did you get the information about 
the attack that you had that night? 

A Again, I don't recall how I initially found out about the 
attack. 

Q Now I'm going to break my own rule. How would you have 
learned about it? 

A There are multiple possibilities. It's possible that I 
heard from someone internal to the NSC. It's possible that I heard. 
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finstj from someone at the State Department who knew about it directly 
from the Mission in Benghazi j but I just don't recall who it was that 
first told me. 

Q Okay. If you had received information that was being 
passed from the Mission in Benghazi or the Embassy in Tripolij how would 
that chain have looked? 

A So without saying that that's what occurred -- 

Q Sure. 

A -- generally, on matters that contain information that's 

coming from a post overseas, I would receive that through the 
communicators office at the State Department. That was my primary 
channel of communication, so it would have come either through Toria 
Nuland in the spokesperson's Office of Public Affairs, or through the 
press office in the NEA Bureau. 

Q And sitting here today, as best you can recall, what did 
you personally believe had occurred in Benghazi on the night of 
September 11? 

A As I recall, there was a great deal of confusion about what 
was occurring in Benghazi. I remember that there were questions in 
my mind about whether this was related to what had happened earlier 
in Cairo, which was a result of protests based on this video that we 
knew had been put out in the public sphere. 

So I recall, you know, when I went home and went to sleep that 
night not having a clear understanding really of what had happened. 

Q How did you come to the conclusion that the protests in Cairo 
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occurred over the video? 

A As I recallj that was publicly stated by people that were 
protesting and acting out against the Embassy at the time. 

Q So you were relying on open media reports? 

A Wellj certainly there were open media reports stating thatj 
and that, as I am a press officer, is something that I would be watching 
throughout the day, yes. 

Q But would you have relied on that, in other words, accepted 
it as truthful? 

A I would not have made any public comment without receiving 
information about a U.S. Government assessment, no. 

Q Why is that? 

A Because as a general rule, we don't speculate when we speak 
to the public. We rely on an assessment developed by members of the 
interagency community to provide facts. We are driven in any public 
response by factual information, not speculating on what we personally 
think may have happened in a particular instance. 

Q So would it be fair to say that if you read something in 
an open media news report, you would not have relied on it because it 
may not be true? 

A That's correct. 

Q Do you have a specific or general recollection of anything 
you discussed with anybody at the Department of Defense, either that 
night or that week up to the 16th? 

A I do not. 
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Q I think you also mentioned that you had communications with 
the IC on the intelligence community. Tell us what you meant by that? 

A So during that broaden period that we're discussingj the 
12th through the 16th, the IC was responsible for feeding into the 
drafting of press items that would be used by members of the 
U.S. Government in public response, and they would have been 
responsible for providing us the assessment of what the U.S. Government 
believed to have happened in the attack in Benghazi. 

Q So you would have been interacted with them for them to 
provide the assessments that would have then been used in, I think you 
said, statements by members of the U.S. Government? 

A They would have fed in information to the press guidance 
that was then provided to people like lay Carney, for example, Victoria 
Nuland, Department of Defense spokespeople, others in the U.S. 
Government who would be speaking publicly about the attack, yes. 

Q So to specifically focus on your interaction with the 
intelligence community, what do you recall about that? 

A So I recall that in the days that we are speaking about, 
I played my standard role of coordinating the interagency communicators 
group, so I would have been one of the repositories for gathering inputs 
from different agencies related to their equities and their 
responsibilities as it relates to what occurred in Benghazi. And I 
recall interacting with Shawn Turner at DNI in that regard, receiving 
information from him that represented the assessments of his building 
and others that DNI would have coordinated with, and feeding that into 
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the overall press guidance package that would have been provided. 

Q Can you remember any specific days when you received an 
assessment from the DNI or the CIA? 

A I can say that the DNI and the CIAj every single day, would 
have been part of the drafting, clearing, and approving process of press 
guidance. Whether they were providing new material each day, I can't 
say specifically. 

Q Tell us a little bit about that. How does the NSC work with 
the DNI and the CIA to review, vet, and approve press guidance? How 
does that work? 

A So as a general rule, the NSC helps to coordinate among the 
interagency, so on a case-by-case basis, depending on what the issue 
or the topic is, there are various people who would have a hand in 
drafting press guidance. Because there were so many equities involved 
in what had happened in Benghazi, there would have been original inputs 
coming from multiple agencies, so the NSC generally takes on the role 
as compiling those and circulating them to ensure that any agency that 
has an equity in what happened has an opportunity to provide input into 
the drafting, has an opportunity to review during the clearance 
process, and ultimately gives a final approval before that is used by 
any member of the U.S. Government publicly. 

Q Let me give you an example that might give a little more 
context. Let's say both the DNI and the CIA provide an assessment of 
what occurred in Benghazi. Do those assessments come to you, to the 
NSC, initially? 



898 


34 


A Are you talking about press guidance or the actual 
intelligence itself? 

Q Right. My understanding of what you saidj and I may have 
misunderstood was the intelligence communityj the DNIj the CIAj they 
provide intelligence assessments. That information is then used to 
provide press guidance. That press guidance iSj in turn^ then sent 
back to the DNI or the CIA to review and approve? 

A Uh-huh. 

Q Is that the process? In other words, are they doing the 
press guidance first then sending it along with the assessment, or do 
you, at the NSC, take the assessment and use that to prepare the press 
guidance, which you then send back? 

A I wish it was a linear process. The truth is, it's not, 
and that's not just in the case of Benghazi. It's often the scramble 
of just how the interagency works when we're responding to queries. 
It's not linear in the sense that it's not that DNI provides something, 
CIA provides something. State Department provides something. Often 
those agencies are working simultaneously on various parts of press 
guidance. It would come together in one document, and oftentimes be 
circulated multiple times before we have a clear product. It's not 
something that would sort of come over once and then be cleared. 

To answer your more specific question, anything that we use 
publicly that refers to an intelligence assessment would use the exact 
language that the intelligence community provided. We would not 
generally fiddle with that type of language. We may put context around 
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itj but the intelligence community would provide what they believe to 
be an unclassified assessment suitable for public use. 

Q So the intelligence community would have the final word on 
that language; are we talking about the analyst side at the CIAj or 
are we talking about the press shop at the CIAj if you know? 

A I do not know. My counterparty obviously, is in the press 
shop. They would be responsible for sending me a DNI- or a CIA-cleared 
product, but what their internal process is for clearing that with 
policy folks and senior leadership, I couldn't speak to that. 

Q Let's try to dig in a little bit on the specifics of how 
it played out with regard to Benghazi. Do you recall receiving any 
specific intelligence assessments from the DNI? 

A So are you asking about press guidance related to 
intelligence assessments or actual? 

Q No, actual intelligence. 

A I don't recall that I had access to those. 

Q Do you recall if you had access to the actual intelligence 

assessments provided by the CIA? 

A I don't recall. 

Q Did anybody, to your knowledge, at the NSC, receive it and 

review the actual intelligence assessments that were being provided 

during this period? 

A I wouldn't want to speak to what access other people had 
at the NSC. 

Q So you don't know? 
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A I don't know. 

Q But you did not -- well, it sounds like you would have had 
access, but you don't recall if you actually reviewed it that week? 

A That's correct. It is possible that I would have had 
access. I can't say either way, because I don't recall. 

Q And when you said "for use by members of the 
U.S. Government," I mean, there's been a lot of talk about the CIA 
talking points that were prepared ostensibly for use by the House 
Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence. In your answer, when you 
referred to the members of the U.S. Government, were you including 
those talking points and HPSCI as well? 

A Yes, that would go through the same review process that 
press guidance for members inside the administration itself would use, 
yes . 

Q We'll get into that a little more specifically later. I'm 
sure you said this already, but who was your contact at the DNI? 

A Shawn Turner. 

Q Shawn Turner, okay . You did say that. Thank you. Did you 
ever have any conversations with Ben Rhodes or Tommy Vietor about the 
content of any of the intelligence assessments that were being provided 
about the attack in Benghazi during that period? 

A I do recall that I did ask Tommy and Ben to review the press 
guidance as part of the clearance process, and the intelligence 
assessments that were cleared for public use, if you will, as part of 
the press guidance, would have been part of what they reviewed. 
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Q Do you know one way or the other whether they reviewed the 
actual assessments, like the raw assessments that were coming from the 
intelligence community about the attacks? 

A I don't know. 

Q Did you have any interaction with the White House situation 
room on the night of the attacks? 

A We did convene an interagency conference call. I can't 
recall whether we used WHSR to set up the call or not. 

Q What is WHSR? 

A Sorry. The White House situation room. 

Q If you had used it, would the call have occurred in the 
situation room? 

A Yes, it would have been a SVTC. It would have been a video 
screen SVTC. 

Q Do you recall having any conversations with anybody in the 
situation room that night about what had occurred in Benghazi? 

A No. 

Q Is that something you would have done? 

A No. 

Q Take us through the process of how you personally collected 
information about the attacks in Benghazi? 

A During this period of time, I would have had several 
channels that I would work through. One would have been the 
communicators at each agency who are receiving information from 
multiple sources within their own buildings on the policy side 
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generally^ about what had occunned. We often shared information 
within that channel with each other. I would have had conversations j 
and I recall having conversations with Ben Fishmanj who would have been 
the person responsiblOj or one of the people responsible for dealing 
with Libya policy within the NSC. 

And the others would have been Tommy Vietor and Ben Rhodes^ 
because both were more senior to me at the time and sat in the West 
Wing. It would not be uncommon that they would have more information 
from other channels that I was not privy to, so I would check in with 
them to ensure that I was, in any of my work, had access to the most 
updated information and the most accurate information. Those would 
be the general three channels. 

Q That night, do you recall receiving any information from 
Ben Rhodes or Tommy Vietor that was new information to you, that you 
had not heard from those other channels you just described? 

A I don't recall. 

Q Do you recall, generally, that they were, essentially, on 
the same page with you when it came to understanding what had occurred 
in Benghazi? 

A I do. 

Q And if I understood you correctly, that was just confusion 
about what had occurred? 

A In the early hours of the attack, yes, absolutely. And as 
people gathered more information, people, you know, the thinking sort 


of advanced with the information as it was collected. 
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Q Describe that process for us, going from confusion to 
collecting more information to the evolving understanding. Over what 
period of time did that play out, what did you learn? How did the 
assessments change? 

A Well, that's a process that went on for several days, if 
not weeks. I couldn't say specifically, but as a general rule, and 
this was the case with Benghazi as well, when there was updated 
information from any agency, that was fed in through the communicators 
at each agency, so that press guidance could be updated to ensure that 
anything that we were saying publicly represented the most factual 
assessment at that given point in time. We also tried to make clear 
that initial information in these situations is frequently incorrect 
or incomplete, and that it was likely that assessments would evolve 
over time as more information was available. 

Q Focusing on the night of the attacks, do you recall the 
understanding of what had occurred in Benghazi evolving that night, 
or was it essentially confusion from the beginning to when you left 
that night? 

A Well, I can only speak for myself, and obviously, I'm not 
privy to all of the information that policymakers and senior leadership 
would have had access to, so I can only say that when I went home that 
night, there was still confusion about exactly what had occurred. When 
I left the NSC to go home, I still was not aware that Chris Stevens 
had been killed, nor that others had been killed. So it is accurate 
to say that when I left, there was not a full understanding in my mind 
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of what had occurred. I can't speak for what anyone else was thinking 
at that point. 

Q So your best recollection as you sit here today is you 

learned of Mr. Stevens' death after you had left for the day? 

A Yes . 

Q Did you work on anything? I think you said you were working 
on your BlackBerry throughout the night. What were you working on? 

A I waSj as I saidj in touch with iake SullivaOj asking if 
he knew whether Chris had been killed . So that was one particular chain 
that stands out in my mind, and in communication with Ben and Toria 
Nuland at various points to see if there was any change in posture and 
to begin preparing for the next day. 

Q Do you recall taking part in any statements that were issued 
by the State Department on the night of September 11? 

A I don't recall specifically. 

Q Do you recall generally? 

A I don't. I mean, as a general matter, I would be on chains 
related to the clearance of such statements, but I don't recall 
specifically whether I provided edits or other comments on those. 

Q Do you recall any discussions about any military response 
to the attacks in Benghazi the night of the attacks? 

A I don't recall being party to any such discussions. 

Q Were you a party to a discussion about whether or not the 
State Department should issue a statement about Benghazi and issue a 
statement about Cairo? Let me be more specific. Eventually, the 
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State Department issued a statement a little after ten o'clock that 
night, and the statement covered both -- we'll get to the statement. 
I don't want to characterize it. Did you ever recall any discussions 
about issuing two statements, one about what had occurred in Benghazi, 
and one about the video? 

A I don't recall specific conversations. As I said earlier, 
there was, when we became aware of the attack in Benghazi, of course, 
discussion about whether it was related to what had occurred in Cairo, 
given that there had been a large protest and an attempt to breach that 
compound that same day. 

Q What do you recall about that discussion, about whether it 
was connected to Cairo? 

A Well, I recall that that was a discussion that was simply 
that, a discussion about whether it was possible that those two events 
were related, that it would seem irresponsible to not consider the 
possibility given what had occurred in Cairo earlier that day. 

Q Were there people just speculating: I wonder if these two 
are connected; obviously there's a relationship in time, or were they 
discussing specific items of fact from which you might draw an inference 
that there was a connection? 

A I cannot speak to what policymakers or intelligence 

officials were discussing. I was not a party to those conversations. 

On the press side -- 

Q Yes. 

A --we were certainly discussing how we would have questions 
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about bothj and centainly^ it was pretty obvious that the press would 
likely ask about whether there was a connection, so we would have to 
be prepared to answer that question. But, again, we would not be the 
ones to provide the answer to that question. That would come from 
others inside the interagency. 

Q I'll show you a document that I ' 11 mark as exhibit 1 to your 
interview transcript. 

[Meehan Exhibit No. 1 

was marked for identification.] 

BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 

Q Okay. Now this is an email from you sent at 9:32 p.m. on 
September 11 to a number of people. Do you recall sending this email? 

A As I sit here today, I don't recall sending it, but I 
certainly don't doubt the authenticity of it. 

Q Is this one of the emails you reviewed in preparation for 
your interview here today? 

A It is not. 
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[11:05 a.m.] 

BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 

Q Now to focus first on the first paragraph^ it saySj the 
second sentence there, "The State Department will release a statement 
tonight regarding the events and we ask that . . sentence. Seeing 
that, does that refresh your memory at all regarding the discussion 
about who would be issuing a statement that night about the attacks, 
the White House, the State Department, anything like that? 

A It does not. Only that there were conversations throughout 
the day that Toria earlier had sought approval for the use of holding 
lines, while we were figuring out what sort of the more formal response 
would be, but no, not beyond that. 

Q And the folks in this recipient list, there are a number 
of them. Did you select this list at the time or is this a list that 
existed in your Outlook address book? Looking at it, who are these 
people and how did they end up on this email? 

A Sure. So would you like me to go individually? 

Q You don't have to go individually. Let's start with, did 
you compile this lists on the spot, or is this something that existed 
at the time? 

A This, from what I can tell from looking at this now, would 
have been a list of the primary communicators within the interagency. 
I would have, in compiling this list, pulled from a larger list based 
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on the agencies that had an equity. So fon example j Treasury is often 
included on interagency communicator emails. I don't, at first glance 
here, see Treasury listed, and that would be because there wasn't 
necessarily a Treasury link at this point in time. So it would have 
been culled from a bigger list. 

Q Take a look at the second paragraph, it begins, "on an 
important note." And the last sentence there says, "Please do not 
refer anyone to the Embassy Cairo statement, which is causing 
significant negative backlash.” Do you recall the statement that you 
are referring to this in this email? 

A I do generally, yes. 

Q What do you recall? 

A I recall that Embassy Cairo released a public comment. I 
cannot recall what the format of that was. And this was, again, going 
back to what I said earlier what Aaron Snipe had apprised me of earlier 
in the day. 

Q And what did you mean by "significant negative backlash”? 

A As I recall from where I am sitting today, that statement 

made -- used language that some folks construed to be the United States 
Government apologizing -- apologizing for a video that the U.S. 
Government had not produced, and it had generated some negative 
backlash . 

Q Do you recall how you became aware of that negative 
backlash? 

A From Aaron Snipe, who was my point of contact on the press 
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response and anything related to Embassy Cairo throughout the day. 

Q What did Mr. Snipe tell you? 

A AgaiOj that there had been some negative response to what 
was released by Embassy CairOj the statement in whatever form that was 
released. That there was some concern about it within the State 
Department and that it had not been cleared by the State Department 
before the Embassy released it. 

Q Did you have any conversation with either Mr. Vietor or 
Mr. Rhodes about the negative backlash that the Embassy Cairo statement 
had caused? 

A I don't recall specific conversations. 

Q Alright. 

Mr. McQuaid . Dust for ease of record^ do you want to just put 
the Bates number or something about the document, the time stamp, things 
like that. 

Mr. Missakian . Sure. For the record, this document has a 
document control number of C05390724. 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms . And for the record, it says at the bottom 
that it was produced to the House Oversight and Government Reform 
Committee in August of 2013. 

Mr. Missakian . I have been told I am at the end of my hour so 
I will go off the record. 

[Recess . ] 

[Meehan Exhibit No. 2 

was marked for identification.] 
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BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 

Q I have just given you a 1-page document which we have marked 
as exhibit 2. It is a series of emails, the document control number 
is 05578259. When you have had a chance to read it over, please let 
me know. 

A Okay. 

Q And when we were off the record after last session, we had 
a little bit of a discussion related to my asking you whether or not 
you had seen any of these documents that I am now showing you. And 
the agreement we reached is that if you are asked a question during 
the interview, and you are able to answer that by the fact that you 
had reviewed a document that was shown to you by one of the lawyers 
from the White House, that you will then say, yes, I saw this document, 
and this helped me remember certain things that are part of your answer. 
Is that fair? 

Ms. McQuaid . Yes. I think what we agreed is if you don't --if 
there is something that Craig asks you that you -- otherwise you would 
not have had a recollection but you do have a more recollection because 
you had seen the document that has shaped, kind of influenced that 
recollection, then you should reference that that is part of what your 
memory is based on is the document. 

Ms. Meehan . Okay. 

Ms. McQuaid. Or represent whatever the role that had and that 
is appropriate. 

Ms. Meehan . Okay. 
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Mn. Missakian . Is that understood? 

Ms . Meehan . Yes . 

BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 

Q So let's get back to exhibit No. 2. This is a series of 
emails. The first one at the bottom is from Victoria Nuland on 
September llthj 6:10 p.m.; you are one of the recipients. Can you tell 
us what we are looking at in that bottom email? 

A Sure. So for the record^ I don't recall this email chain. 
I certainly don't doubt its authenticity. So my answer will be based 
on the context as I read it nowj versus a recollection of sending the 
chain at the time. 

So from the context of this, this is from Victoria Nuland who was 
the spokesperson at the State Department at the time. These would have 
been some of the holding lines that I referred to earlier, based on 
numerous inquiries seeking sort of an initial response to what was 
unfolding in both Cairo and Benghazi at the time. 

Q When you say these are the hold lines, you are referring 
to the statements in the bottom email? And I will just read them into 
the record. "We can confirm that our office in Benghazi, Libya, has 
been attacked by a group of militants, we are working with the Libyans 
now to secure the compound. We condemn, in the strongest terms, this 
attack on our diplomatic mission." And then below a series of dash 
lines. It says, "In Cairo, we can confirm that Egyptian police have 
now removed the demonstrators who had entered our embassy grounds 
today." And then below that, another series of dashes "For press duty 
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guidancej if pressed whether we see a connection between these two." 

Then below thatj the sentence reads, "We have no information 
regarding a connection between these two incidents.” 

A Correct. 

Q So what are the hold lines in what I just read? 

A So the hold lines would have been the sentence that begins 
with "we can confirm.” 

Q Okay. 

A And ends with the second sentence, "We condemn in the 

strongest terms." The second hold line would be the sentence that 
begins with "In Cairo" and ends at the end of that sentence. The third 
sentence that you read with the instruction for press duty guidance 
would not have been something that was proactively put out with the 
other two, but would have been in response to that specific question, 
if asked. 

Q Okay. Do you have any understanding of why that last 
sentence, the third sentence, would not have been included in the hold 
lines above? 

A I don't recall what the conversation was regarding that at 
this time, no. 

Q And to the best of your recollection, did the statements 
made in this email, were they accurate as of 6:10 p.m. that night? 

A These would have been accurate, yes. This would have 
reflected the best information that the U.S. Government had at that 
time regarding what we understood to be the situations in those 
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locations at that particular moment in time. 

Q Did you get any information, either that night or later that 
week to call into question the truth of the statement, "We have no 
information regarding a connection between these two incidents”? 

A Can you repeat that? 

Q Sure. Focusing on the third sentence, "We have no 
information regarding a connection between those two incidents.” 

A Uh-huh. 

Q Assuming that you believe that statement to be true as of 
September 11th at 6:10 p.m., did you get any information later that 
night or later that week to call into question the truth of that 
statement? 

A I don't recall as I sit here. If we did, we would have 
amended the statement to update -- to reflect an update in the 
assessment that was presented here. 

Q So if there was no amendment, can we conclude from that that 
there was no information to call into question that statement? 

A If there was no publicly updated information, you can draw 
the conclusion that the U.S. Government assessment had either not 
changed, or the information that was available in an unclassified 
setting and was therefore usable with the public had not changed. 

Q Let's move up the chain a little bit. Victoria Nuland, in 
the second email from the top says, and I will quote, "We are holding 
for Rhodes clearance, BMM please advise ASAP." I gather the BMM is 
you? 
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A From the context of this emails yes. 

Q You don't recall being referred to by those initials back 

in September of 2012? 

A Generally, I prefer not to use my initials, so, no, but it 
is not uncommon. I have a long name and I know Toria well, so. 

Q So you gave her a pass. 

Then at the very top you write back, "Ben is good with these and 
is on with lake now too." Having read that, does that refresh your 
memory at all as to the interaction between the NSC and the State 
Department with regard to these hold lines? 

A Again, I do recall that there was coordination throughout 
the day on what the public response would be, but no, it does not jog 
any more recollection of what the specifics of those conversations 
were, only that there were frequent conversations between the agencies 
on how we would -- how we would make the first public comment. 

Q So the fact that you are saying that Ben is good with these 
and is on with lake now too, I assume, tell me if I am wrong, that when 
you said Ben is on with lake, that they are on the phone together? 

A From the context of this email, yes, that is how I interpret 

this . 

Q How do you think you knew that if you were in one building 
and Mr. Rhodes was in another building? Is it possible at this point 
in the evening, you were in the same location in the West Wing with 
Mr. Rhodes? 

A No, because I wouldn't have access to email if I was in the 
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West Wingj so it could be that I emailed Ben and he said I am on the 
phone with lake. It could be that I called down to Ben's office, and 
his secretary answered the phone, and he said he's on the phone with 
lake, he can't take your call. It could be that Tommy told me that 
he was on the phone with lake. There are multiple reasons I could have 
known that, but I don't recall specifically how I knew. 

Q Do you have any understanding of what the two discussed, 
Mr. lake Sullivan and Mr. Ben Rhodes? 

A I do not recall. 

Q Going back down to the bottom portion, did you get any 
information to call into question the truth of any of the statements 
made in the press hold lines that are reflected there? 

A Again, I don't remember the specific discussions around 
these lines. What I can say is as a general matter, we would not release 
anything to the public that we did not believe should be truthful or 
accurate at the particular time that we released it. 

Q A few questions ago you said that if there was no amended 
public statement, that we could take from that either that the 
information did not change, and the statements were still true, or there 
might be some classified information that could be shared publicly. 
Would that analysis hold true with these two statements at the bottom 
as well? 

A Yes, it would. We, as a rule, would go back on any issue, 
and Benghazi was no exception, multiple times throughout the day, when 
we are answering inquiries, to ensure that any agency that has new 
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information or feels that press guidance should be updated for any 
reason, that that agency has an opportunity to weigh in and make the 
appropriate edits so the press guidance reflects the most updated and 
accurate information at that point in time. 

Q Thank you. You can put that aside. 

[Meehan Exhibit No. 3 

was marked for identification.] 

BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 

Q Ms. Meehan, I just handed you a document that has been marked 
as exhibit 3. It is a one-page document with document control number 
C05578215. Once you have had a chance to review it, please let me know. 

A Okay. 

Q Do you recall this email? 

A As we sit here today, I do not recall this email chain, but, 
again, I certainly don't doubt its authenticity. 

Q The bottom of email chain contains what I believe to be a 
draft of the statement that the State Department issued at about 10 
o'clock p.m. on September 11th. Were you involved at all in the 
drafting or the review of the statement that was essentially put out 
by the State Department? 

A I was involved in reviewing it. I am a party to the second 
part of this email chain asking for a review of this statement. 

Q And do you recall anything specific about that review 
process? 

A I do not. 
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Q Do you recall having discussions with anybody inside the 
NSCj outside the NSC, anywhere, about the content of this statement? 

A I do not recall specific discussions about this statement, 
no. 

Q Now this statement, in the second to last paragraph, refers 
to inflammatory material originating in the United States, which I 
believe to be the video that you referred to earlier. Do you recall 
any discussion about putting out two statements, one essentially 
condemning the video, and one explaining or condemning or addressing 
the attacks in Benghazi? 

A I do not recall any such conversations. 

Q Do you recall any conversation either with Mr. Vietor or 
Mr. Rhodes about the content of this statement? 

A I do not recall any specific conversations at this time. 

Q Do you recall generally? 

A I do not, again, other than to say I was in communication 
with them throughout the day and the evening regarding public response, 
but specific comments about this statement I do not recall. 

Q As you sit here today, did you have any role that you can 
recall in drafting the statement issued by the State Department? 

A Not that I recall, no. 

Q Did you take part in drafting any statement that was issued 
about Benghazi? For example, on the morning of the 12th, the very next 
day, the White House issued a written statement. And then after that 
statement went out, the President made some remarks in the Rose Garden. 



918 


54 


Do you recall that? 

A I do. 

Q Were you involved in draftings reviewing^ commenting on the 
initial written statement issued by the White House? 

A I recall being involved in the clearance process for that 
statement. I do not recall whether I had a drafting role. 

Q How did you participate in the clearance process? 

A The clearance process would have been done^ or was done^ 
I should say, over email. It would have been circulated to relevant 
parties within the NSC who would have had some knowledge that would 
have been brought to bear in ensuring what the President was going say 
was accurate as we understood it to be at that point in time. 

Q Were you receiving information about what had occurred so 
you could take that information and then marry it up to the statement? 
I mean, how were you analyzing the accuracy of the statement? 

A Well, again, consistently and continuously throughout 

those days, I was in contact with my counterparts at other agencies. 

Q Let me stop you right there: if you want to finish, you can. 

A Sure. 

Q I just want to make this is an efficient as possible. You 

said throughout those days, I am really just focused now on the next 
morning, September 12. There was the written statement by the White 
House, and then the Rose Garden remarks that the President, which were 
also in writing, but the President delivered orally. 

From that night, from the moment you left your job the night before 
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on the llthj to the moment that the first statement went out from the 
White Housej I mean, were you receiving information about the attacks 
in Benghazi that you would then use to evaluate against the accuracy 
of the statement or, were you just essentially reading the statement 
for grammar? 

A Again, I don't recall specific conversations or email 
chains from that specific, very, very precise period of time, as it 
was more than 3 years ago at this point. So if you are looking for 
a specific answer as to who I had conversations with, or what email 
chains I was on, and what information was contained in those email 
chains, I couldn't say, because I don't recall. 

Q Well, it would be fair to say that you weren't receiving 
any classified information on your BlackBerry, if that's how you were 
getting information. And I assume you don't have a secure telephone 
at your residences? 

A That is correct. 

Q Do you recall making any trips to a SCIF that night to 
receive information about what had occurred? 

A Well, again, are we talking about the night of September 

11th? 

Q Yes. Into the morning of the 12th? 

A I was there quite late and would have returned very early 
the next day, but, no, I would not have made separate trips back to 
the office after I left and before I arrived the next day. 

Q Do you recall getting any classified information prior to 
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your review of that first White House statement? 

A I don't recall. 

Q And what do you recallj specifically or generally^ about 
the review process of that first statement? 

A Againj I don't recall. 

Q Do you recall conversations with people? Do you recall 
making specific changes? Take us through the process of what youj 
personally^ did to review the statement? 

Ms. McQuaid. When you ask the question, please let her finish 
the answer. You keep stepping on it. 

Mr. Missakian . That is fair. 

Ms. Meehan . Again, as I said, I don't recall specific email 
chains or conversations from that morning regarding this statement, 
this written statement and verbal statement that the President 
delivered that you asked about. 

BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 

Q Do you recall anything that you did with regard to that first 
statement? 

A I do not. 

Q Do you recall the second statement that the President read 
from the Rose Garden? 

A I recall the statement, yes. 

Q And there is one part of it that I want to ask you about. 
I read both statements, unfortunately I don't have them here, but it 
has been well -- well, not reported, but in the second statement that 
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the President read in the Rose Garden, he used the phrase "act of 
terror." Do you recall that? 

A I do. 

Q Now that phrase does not appear in the first written 
statement. Do you recall any discussion about including that 
statement in the second Rose Garden statement? 

A Again, I don't recall specific conversations related to 
these two statements. 

Q Do you have any understanding of how that phrase made it 
into the second statement? 

A I do not. 

Q Do you know who put it in? 

A I do not. 

Q Do you know when it was put in? 

A I do not. 

Q Do you know anything about that second statement? 

A Again, if you are asking me to recount specific 

conversations, how it was cleared, what my role was, the answer is, 
as I sit here, no, I don't recall the specifics of that. 

Q Do you recall generally anything? Like, for example, were 
you at your job when you were reviewing it? Were you still at home 
doing it on your BlackBerry, anything about it? 

A I do not recall. 

Q You can put that aside. 
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[Meehan Exhibit No. 4 

was marked for identification.] 

BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 

Q Dust SO we are clear here^ not your lawyer, but Mr. McQuaid 
asked me to allow you to finish your answers. I cut you off at one 
point. Was there anything you wanted to add to that answer that you 
weren't able to? 

A No. I am fine with what I have said. 

Q It happens occasionally, where we will talk over each other. 
It is not intended to cut you off, it is just intended to make sure 
that you understand the question. 

A Yes, no problem, thank you. 

Q Alright. What I have given you is a multipage --a 2-page 
document with document control number C05578242. Once you have had 
a chance to review it, please let me know. 

A Okay. 

Q Let's kind of start with the basics here. We have got a 
couple of emails, actually three that are part of this 2-page document. 
The first one from you on September 14, 2012, at 3:46 p.m. to Benjamin 
Rhodes and Tommy Vietor, the subject is "Libya for Toria." What is 
the purpose of this email? 

A So I will start by saying in regards to the earlier 
conversation, that this is one of the emails that I did review in 
preparation for my appearance here. So my memory has been jogged by 
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having the opportunity to see that. It is not otherwise an email chain 
that I recall. So if you could just repeat the question. 

Q Sure. What was the purpose of the first email that appears 
at the bottom where the subject is "Libya for Toria"? 

A So as I look at this today^ through the context of the emailj 
the purpose of this would have been^ as I mentioned earlierj one of 
the responsibilities of the NSC press office is to help coordinate press 
guidance throughout the interagency^ especially as it relates to press 
briefings that different agencies may give. The White Housej for 
examplOj has a daily press briefing, as does the State Department, and 
Toria was the spokesperson for the State Department at the time. 

So it would be normal for Toria to reach out before she briefs 
to ensure she has the most recent and updated information, and it would 
be the NSC that would generally have that collated from among the 
interagency. 

So from the context of this email, it looks like, based on the 
timing of it, that lay Carney would have briefed probably at his normal 
time in the middle of the day, and Toria was gaggling at 4:30, which 
would have been later in the day than usual for her. And her office 
would have either reached out to me to ensure they have the most updated, 
or I proactively wanted to ensure that she had the most updated. 

So this represents the press guidance from that day related to 
this topic. And I sent it to Tommy and Ben to ensure that there was 
no information that they had through channels that perhaps I was not 
privy to that would have necessitated an update of the press guidance. 
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Q And did you draft the body of the very first email on page 

1 ? 

A I don't recall who the drafter of that information was. 

Q Having read through itj do you have an idea whether you 

drafted itj does it have your style? 

A So I would say this press guidance is often a compilation 
of inputs from across the interagency. So there are certain things 
I would have drafted. For examplOj I can tell the third paragraph where 
it makes reference to a conversation that the President had with 
President Hadij that would have come from me, because I would be 
responsible for drafting something that refers to the President. And 
the rest, likely a compilation of other agencies. 

When I look at, for example, on the second page, the first question 
on the second page, the second question overall, where it talks about 
intelligence 48 hours in advance of the Benghazi attack having been 
ignored. That would have been provided by the intelligence agency, 
because it represents a comment on intelligence received in an 
intelligence assessment, so that language would have been provided by 
the intelligence agency. 

Q When you say "the language would have been provided," you 
are talking about the answer to the question? 

A That is correct. Where it says "We are not aware of any 
actionable intelligence indicating that an attack on the U.S. mission 
in Benghazi was planned or imminent. We also see indications that this 
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action was related to the video that has spanked protests in other 
countries . " 

Q Who came up with the question? Let's use that one as an 

example. Your best belief is that statement came in some form from 
the intelligence community? 

A Uh-huh. 

Q I assume it is possible that it could have been revised at 
the NSC? 

A The NSC generally would not revise anything related to an 
intelligence assessment. It is certainly possible that the NSC added 
the first phrase^ this story is absolutely wrongs but we wouldj as a 
rule, generally not tweak language provided by the intelligence 
community related to an intelligence assessment. 

Q And, I mean, if we were to go look at all the emails out 
there, would we expect to find an email from someone in the intelligence 
community that has that language in it, beginning with we are not aware 
of, that would have come from someone in the intelligence community; 
is that your best belief? 

A Yes, that is my best belief. And may I just go back and 
answer your other question also, about where the questions came from? 

Q Yes. 

A So this is part of the process that I described earlier where 
the interagency coordinates throughout the day, not only in press 
guidance, but in sharing information about what we believe will be 
questions related to news of the day. So someone in the interagency 
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was likely contacted by the Independent^ or would have seen that story 
and flagged for the rest of the interagency that this is something that 
we are likely to be asked about. 

Q So not only the information that goes into answering the 
questions could have been the end product of the interagency process^ 
but the questions as well? 

A That is correct. 

Q As you sit here today, you can't really tell one way or the 
other where any of the questions or information came from, other than 
what we spoke about specifically where you said it came from the 
intelligence community? 

A And again, references in the first question and then in the 
question on the second page, can you explain to us again the President's 
comments about why Egypt was not an ally? That would have been likely 
drafted by me, because, again, it is characterizing the President's 
comments and that is generally something the NSC would have the lead 
on. There are other answers here that look to me like they reflect 
State Department input in addition to NSC input. 

Q Let's go to the very first paragraph of your email to 
Mr. Rhodes and Mr. Vietor. I will read into the record, "I think a 
lot has been spinning down there that I might not be looped into, 
especially after the discrepancy between lay's points and the Hill 
comment, Toria gaggles at 4:30, so I want to make sure she is on point 


with us.” 
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Let's break that down a little bit. First who is the iay that 
you refer to in that sentence? 

A From the context of this email, I believe that would refer 
to Day Carney, who was the White House spokesperson at the time. 

Q Do you know any other Days that it might refer to? 

A I do not. 

Q What points were you referring to when you referred to Day's 
points? 

A I don't recall specifically. My best guess from the 
context of this is that it refers to comments made by Day Carney during 
the White House press briefing that day. 

Q This would have been on Friday, September 14th? 

A It could have been that day, it could have been the day 

previous, I can't tell, which it would have referred to, but generally, 
it would have referred to the White House press briefing. 

Q And I know you said this, but what time does he typically 
do his press briefing? 

A He typically briefs sometime between 12:00 and 2:00 p.m., 
it would depend on whether the President was traveling. If the 
President was traveling, it is possible that they gaggled instead of 
having a full briefing earlier in the morning, or a little bit later 
in the information. I don't know where they were on that particular 
day. 

Q And what did you mean when you said "the Hill comments"? 
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A I do not know which comments that refers to. I don't 
recall . 

Q What did you mean when you said "the discrepancy between 
Day's points and the Hill comments”? 

A From the context of this email, that there obviously was 
a discrepancy, as I wrote, between something that Day Carney said, and 
something that someone on the Hill said, but I don't recall specifically 
what that was. 

Q When you say "someone on the Hill said," what do you mean 
by that? 

A Well, Members of Congress are out in the media quite 
frequently, so it could have been something that someone, a Senator 
or a Representative said in an interview, or in comments to the press. 

Q Is it possible that you could have also been referring to 
a briefing provided by somebody to Members of Congress? For example, 
we have information to suggest that Patrick Kennedy gave a briefing 
about the Benghazi attacks on the evening of September 12th. 

A Uh-huh. 

Q Do you recall knowing about that? 

A I do not recall that briefing, no. 

Q So as you sit here today, you are not, if I understand you 
correctly, you are not sure what you meant by "the Hill comments"? 

A That is correct. 

Q Is there anything you could review to help you remember what 
you meant? 
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A No. I mearij I would have to look back oven any public 
comment, on testimony, on anything nelated to the Hill oven a peniod 
of sevenal days to be able to make a judgment on that. 

Q If somebody had given a bniefing to the Hill, fon example, 
Mn. Kennedy, would you have been awane of that possibly? 

A Possibly, yes. 

Q How would you have become awane of it? 

A It depends, it ' s a case-by-case basis . I genenally am made 
awane when thene is going to be open testimony on the Hill, because 
we want to ensune that spokespeople ane pnepaned to handle questions 
about what is discussed in an open session. Genenally, if thene is 
a closed session, I am made awane in case thene ane leaks fnom a closed 
session on the Hill, and the pness has inquinies about that as well. 

Q What nole, if any, would the NSC play in pnepaning fon a 
Hill bniefing? Would that be based on the subject matten? Would that 
automatically involve someone like Mn. Rhodes on Mn. Vieton? Was 
thene any pattenn on pnactice to that? 

A Well, again, I can only speak to the nole that the pness 
office plays. If thene is pnepanation on sont of the policy on the 
leg side, that is not something I can speak to. 

Q I apologize, I meant on the pness side. 

A But on the pness side, it is common pnactice that we would 
neceive a copy of an opening statement, fon example, to act as the 
logistical coondinaton to clean those nemanks within the NSC with 
policy folks, legal folks, leg folks as appnopniate. 
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Q Aside from an opening statement that would be typically 
given at a formal congressional hearingj would the NSC be involved in 
reviewing or vetting any other information that another agency would 
be providing to Congress? 

A Generally^ from the press point of viewj in my experiencOj 
not related to Benghazi, but other general experience at the State 
Department, individuals who go up to testify up on the Hill often have 
a hard Q&A packet, or most recent press guidance, things like that. 
So that would often be pulled in part, if not wholly, from products 
coordinated from among all the agencies, sometimes through the press 
office. 

Q As you sit here today, you don't remember anything 
specifically about the attacks in Benghazi and any statements that may 
or may not have been to Members of Congress about the attacks? 

A As it relates to this particular email, that is correct. 

Q Dust putting the email aside, do you recall any information 

about the statements that were made, either by the White House, the 
NSC, anybody in your interagency about the attacks to Congress? 

A I recall that there was the provision of what is commonly 
known to as the HPSCI points from the CIA, I believe, to Members of 
Congress who requested them. 

Q We will get into that in a little bit. But beyond that, 
during this period from September 11th through that weekend, do you 
recall anything about providing information to Congress about the 


attacks? 
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A During this period of time, no. 

Q Let's work our way up to the next one. This is an email 

from Tommy Vietor to you and Benjamin Rhodes, September 14th, at 3:50 
p.m. Mr. Vietor says, "No changes, lay leaned further into the 
premeditated stuff . " Do you have any understanding of what Mr . Vietor 
meant by the second sentence in that email? 

A No, I do not recall. 

Q Do you recall any discussion involving whether or not the 
attacks in Benghazi were either spontaneous or premeditated during that 
period of time? 

A Generally, yes . Can I recall specific conversations? No. 
But generally, yes. As I said earlier, there were questions about 
whether this could have been related to what had occurred earlier on 
the morning of September 11th in Cairo. I think generally in 
conversations, people were looking at all possibilities as they sought 
to figure out what had happened. 

Q Do you recall there ever being a resolution of that issue 
during that period about whether or not the attacks in Benghazi were 
spontaneous, or whether they were premeditated? 

A Well, I recall initial assessments indicated, as you've 
seen in some of the other materials that you have provided to me, were 
that this was a protest that had grown out of a reaction to what had 
occurred earlier that day in Cairo, yes, and that that assessment 


evolved over time. 
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Q What documentj just so the record is clear^ what document 
are you referring to? 

A So I think from some of these earlier -- for examplOj 
deposition exhibit 3, where it refers tOj in this statement from the 
State Department^ "Some have sought to justify this suspicious behavior 
as a response to inflammatory material." It references our commitment 
to religious tolerance. And then in the holding statement in 
deposition exhibit 2, where Toria is putting out informationj or the 
State Department is putting out information related to the attacks in 
Benghazi and the attacks in Cairo. 

Q Let's flip to page 2 in the exhibit you have in front of 
you. The paragraph that begins "Fourth," the last sentence of that 
paragraph says, "The President has personally spoken to the leaders 
of Egypt, Libya, and Yemen and also sent a personal message to Prime 
Minister Erdogan." Assuming this is something that would have come 
from the NSC because it involves statements by the President. Do you 
recall any detail about how you obtained this information if you are, 
in fact, the person who wrote that portion of it? 

A Sure. So when the President has spoken to a foreign leader, 
the press office is generally aware that such a conversation has taken 
place, either so we can prepare a written readout, or provide a readout 
to the press and the public, or if that is a conversation that is not 
going to be made public, we are aware of it in case it happens to leak 
so that we are aware that the conversation has taken place. 

I will say that I do recall, if you look at the date of this 
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particular press guidance -- this is Friday^ September 14th -- and just 
sort of give a little clarity around why we would have felt it was 
important to include that the President had spoken to these leaders. 

Q You knowj just for the clarity of the record, anything you 
write on the document is going to end up in the record, because this 
is the actual exhibit. You can do it, but I just want to let you know -- 

A Okay, thank you. 

Q -- that it will be preserved for all of all time. 

A Thank you, I appreciate it. So just to provide a little 

context, this press guidance was compiled on September 14th, and at 
that particular point in time, we had seen following the incident in 
Cairo on September 11th, the incident in Benghazi on September 11th, 
that there were violent attacks against multiple diplomatic outposts, 
and against personnel, in, off the top of my head, remembering Tunisia, 
in Yemen, in Sudan, a protest in Pakistan. So this press guidance does 
not solely address what occurred in Benghazi or Cairo for that matter. 
It reflected, on September 14th on that Friday, a series of attacks 
against diplomatic facilities overseas, and a very real worry that we 
had that on that particular Friday, that there would be more violence 
in that region in particular, in the Middle East-North Africa region, 
since Friday after prayers is often a time when we see increased 
demonstrations and violence in the region. 

So just for the context of it, I wanted to make clear that the 
reason we would have included calls that the President made to those 
leaders is because we were incredibly worried about attacks against 
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diplomats in multiple aneaSj not just what had happened in Benghazi 
at the time. 

Q Dust to clarify the statement^ was intended to include 
Benghazi as well? 

A This press guidance addresses what occurred in Benghazi^ 
but it is broader than that. So it also takes into account what we 
had seen in terms of violence against multiple diplomatic facilities 
throughout the region. 

Q Okay. I think I know the answer to this, but in that next 
section, the paragraph that begins the story is absolutely wrong. The 
last sentence there said, "We also see indications that this action 
was related to the video that has sparked protests in other countries." 
Do you have any idea what indications are being referred to in that 
statement? 

A I do not. 

Q You can put that aside. 

[Meehan Exhibit No. 5 

was marked for identification.] 

Mr. McQuaid . I will give Bernadette a non-exhibit copy that she 
can doodle on. 

Ms. Meehan . That is my inclination is to highlight. 

BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 

Q Ms. Meehan, I have just handed you a 2-page document, the 
control number is C05562051. It is a series of emails. Once you have 
had a chance to look it over, please let me know. 
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A My second page is blank. 

Q So is mine. I am not sure why that is, but my best belief 
is the document is complete. 

A Okay. 

Q Let's start at the top this time. So you have got an email 

from you to Edgar Vasquez, Patrick Ventrell, Aaron Snipe, this is your 

reaction to receiving the tragic news about Ambassador Stevens. And 
this is -- you have an 11:07 response to Mr. Vasquez, 11:07 email, 11:07 
p.m. Does this help you place in time where you were on that night, 
because I believe you said you were already at home when you heard the 
news? 

A I don't know where I was when I received this email. I do 
know that I was at home when I received the email from lake Sullivan 
confirming that Chris was dead. 

Q So in your mind, you had pegged the time you were at home 
versus at the office based on Mr. Sullivan's information. Do you 
believe that information came before? It seems like it would come 
after. 

A I believe it came after, yes. 

Q Okay. So then looking at this, you can't tell where you 
were at this point in the evening? 

A I cannot by looking at this, no. 

Q You may have still have been at the office? 

A It is possible, yes. 

Q Let's look at the email you sent. This is 11:04 p.m., and 
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I will quotGj "lust the opening of what I think we will get tomorrowj 
there is a SVTC at 7:00 a. m. As I mentioned eanlienj we will need fully 
State-cleaned guidance here by about 9:00 a.m." And then there is a 
series of lines that begin with a Q: And they appear to be a series 
of questions that youj or somebody, is anticipating getting from the 
press about Benghazi and Cairo. Is that a fair characterization of 
what we are looking at here? 

A Yes, it is. 

Q Looking at this now, do you recall whether or not you were 
the person that drafted these questions? 

A I don't recall specifically. But it is likely that I 
probably drafted these questions, yes. 

Q Let's drop down to the fourth question. "Is the U.S. 
repositioning U.S. military assets in response to the attacks in 
Benghazi?” Do you recall why you included that question? 

A Because this is a question, one of the first questions we 
would get from the press. They often inquire about military action 
when there is a threat against embassies. 

Q And the next question is, "Were the attacks in Cairo and 
does Benghazi link/coordinated," and the next question is "Can you 
confirm reports that Egyptian Copts were involved in the projection 
of the video?" 

A Uh-huh. 

Q And you are sending this email to Edgar Vasquez, Patrick 
Ventrell and Aaron Snipe. Why were you sending the questions to them? 
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A Eddie Vasquez and Aaron Snipe were press officers in the 
Department of State's Bureau of -- NEA Bureau, so they would have been 
my primary contacts into that bureau at the State Department; and 
Patrick Ventrell at this particular point in time, was one of Toria 
Nuland's deputies in the spokeperson ' s office, and would have been one 
of my points of context there if I wasn't going directly to Toria. 

Q Did you view Mr. Vasquez and Mr. Snipe as subject matter 
experts in the area of Libya and Benghazi? 

A Aaron Snipe was a foreign service officer who had served 
in the region, but no, they would have been my contacts because they 
were press officers, and they would have been responsible for 
circulating this to policy and substantive experts within the State 
Department as they saw it to be appropriate. 

Q I guess what I am trying to understand is why were you 

including Mr. Ventrell -- I'm sorry, Mr. Vasquez and Mr. Snipe both 
in the NEA Bureau at the State Department? 

A Correct. 

Q Why were you including this versus sending this straight 
to Victoria Nuland's office? 

A Because press guidance within the State Department isn't 

generally compiled by the spokesperson's office; it is compiled by the 
bureaus who have responsibility for the policy that is being discussed. 
So they would be the action officers on circulating this for drafting, 
clearing, and approving within the State Department. 

Q Where did you get the information about the Egyptian Coptic 



938 


74 

Christians as referred to in the question that I read? Do you recall? 

A I do not recall. 

Q Do you recall any discussions generally about that video 
and trying to get YouTube to take it down? 

A I do recallj generally, that there were discussions related 
to concerns of the outbreak in violence in Cairo, yes. 

Q And you refer here to SVTC at 7:00 a. m., I assume that means 
the morning of the 12th, do you recall attending or participating in 
that SVTCs? 

A I don't recall that specific SVTCs, but I would have been 
there, yes. 

Q You can put that document aside. We talked a little bit 
about what we both refer to as the HPSCI talking points, the talking 
points that were prepared primarily by the CIA for purposes of 
distribution to the House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence. 
Have you ever reviewed those talking points? 

A At the time, I do recall being on email chains during the 
drafting, clearing process, yes. 

Q Have you reviewed them since then? 

A I have, in preparation for this appearance here today, 
reviewed one document related to that email chain, yes. 

Q lust take us through your role in preparation, review, and 
circulation of those HPSCI talking points. 

A My recollection, as I sit here today, is that the CIA had 
the lead on drafting those talking points, but they were circulated 
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within the interagency for input review clearance. I remember in this 
particular instance. Tommy Vietor having more of a lead role at the 
NSC than I did on this particular set of points, but that I was on many 
of the email chains related to, as I said, the drafting of the clearance. 

Q How did you first hear that the talking points were in the 
works? 

A I don't recall. 

Q And do you recall having any discussions with Mr. Vietor 

about the talking points? 

A I don't recall. 

Q And whenever I use the term "talking points, " I am referring 
to the HPSCI talking points, just so we are clear. 

A Understood. 

Q What was the nature of Mr. Vietor 's role with regard to the 
talking points? 

A As I recall today. Tommy took the lead on the NSC side in 
clearing them in our building, with people who would have had an equity 
in taking a look at ensuring that the information was accurate and 
factual as we understood it to be at that point in time. 
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[12:14 p.m.] 

BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 

Q Okay. And do you have any understanding of how Mn. Vietor 
took the talking points and ensured that they were accurate? 

A From what I recallj in terms of email chains^ he would have 
circulated them^ or he did circulate them on email. Whether there were 
other channels of communication he had with people in the NSC, I don't 
know. 

Q Okay. Do you know if he reviewed any documents in the 
process of ensuring the talking points were accurate? 

A I don't know. 

Q Did you have any conversations with anybody in the Office 
of Public Affairs at the CIA about the talking points? 

A I don't recall. 

Q Do you recall having any conversations, putting aside 

email, about the talking points with anybody during that period of time? 

A I don't recall. 

Q Do you recall having an understanding of what the purpose 
was of the talking points? 

A I do. My recollection is that members of the HPSCI had 
requested points from -- from the U.S. Government, in this case, 
directly the CIA, for use when they spoke to the public or the media 
about what had transpired in Benghazi, and that is not an unusual 
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request. We get requests from the Hill on a frequent basis for -- for 
requests like that. 

Q Can you give me any other examples of such request? 

A Outside of that timeframOj yes. One example would be 

during the Iran dealj we would frequently receive requests from Members 
of Congress for talking points that they might use when discussing the 
deal publicly or in TV interviews. Cuba would be another example where 
we would have Members of Congress reach out to ask for press guidance 
or talking points that they could use to discuss the administration's 
position on that particular policy. 

Q Are these requests coming to the NSCj or those requests are 
going directly to the CIA as in this instance? 

A It depends. It depends on who the Member of Congress iSj 
it depends on what the policy is. It's a case-by-case basis. 

Q Okayj do you recall being part of any discussion about the 
talking points in any way? 

A Aside from remembering that I was on emails, email chains 
related to the clearance of the HPSCI talking points, no, I don't 
remember any specific conversations. 

Q Do you have any understanding of whether or not those 
talking points were used by Ambassador Rice to prepare for her 
appearances on the Sunday talk shows? 

A I can say that press guidance that would have been provided 
to Secretary -- or to Ambassador Rice at that time would have been based 
on press guidance developed throughout the week and updated at the time 
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that it was presented to her. And as the HPSCI points would have 
reflected what the administration was saying publicly, yes, those would 
have been part of the same process for creating the points that 
eventually went to Ambassador Rice. 

Q Okay. So if I understand you correctly, it sounds like you 
are saying as a general practice, you believe that HPSCI talking points 
would have ended up in a package given to Ambassador Rice. Is that 
fair? 

A They would have been part of the process, but they would 
have been -- I can't recall what date the HPSCI talking points were 
provided to the HPSCI, versus the date that Ambassador Rice received 
her press guidance. But whatever Ambassador Rice received would have 
reflected the press guidance that was updated and accurate at the point 
in time she received it. And if the HPSCI points were before that, 
yes, they would have been part of that package. But I don't recall 
the specific dates. 

Q Right. So as you sit here today, you don't know one way 
or the other whether or not Ambassador Rice ever saw those HPSCI talking 
points? 

A I do not. 

Q Were you involved in any way in preparing Ambassador Rice 
for her appearances on the Sunday talk shows? 

A I was, again, part of the interagency process that compiled 
press guidance that would have been used in a preparation package for 
her as she prepared for the Sunday shows. 
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Q Okay. Let's break it down a little bit. Do you have any 
firsthand knowledge, again, not what would have been done, but do you 
have any firsthand knowledge of the stack of information that 
Ambassador Rice received to prepare for the Sunday talk shows? 

A Yes. The package of press guidance that she received was 
the product of interagency coordination and reflected the updated 
talking points at that point in time as cleared by all agencies with 
an equity. 

Q Okay. So now I ' m a little bit confused . I thought you said 
you don't know one way or another whether or not Ambassador Rice 
received the HPSCI talking points? 

A That's right. 

Q I think you just said, unless I misheard you, that the 
talking points, the updated talking points would have been -- were 
included in the material she received? 

A So let me take a step back. 

Q Please. 

A I am not familiar with what date the HPSCI talking points 

were finalized and provided to the HPSCI. Secretary, or Ambassador 
Rice, received press guidance that was worked through the interagency, 
and cleared by any agency that had an equity in what had occurred in 
Benghazi on September 11. Those points that Ambassador Rice received 
would have overlapped in some way, if not have been identical to the 
HPSCI talking points, depending on when they were developed. I don't 
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know what the difference in dates was, so I can't say with certainty 
whether they were the same or different. 

I have no idea whether Ambassador Rice received the final HPSCI 
talking points in that form. I have no idea. But she did receive press 
guidance that would have been developed the same way the HPSCI talking 
points were, and would have reflected the same information, but updated 
for the date that she received them. 

Q How do you know how the HPSCI talking points were developed? 

A Well, as I have been saying, I was on the email chain where 

they were cleared and drafted. 

Q But you said HPSCI talking points followed the same process 
as all of the other press guidance that we -- how do you know that? 
I mean, how do you know what the CIA did to prepare those talking points? 

A I was on the interagency chain. 

Q Right. Sorry, I didn't mean to interrupt you. Go ahead. 

A I was on the interagency chain for the clearance of press 
guidance used by Toria Nuland, by lay Carney, by George Little, by 
others in the administration during that week. I was also separately 
on the chain where the HPSCI talking points were going through drafting 
and clearance. That was a similar process, meaning that any agency 
that had an equity was involved in drafting and/or clearing, and/or 
approving any public points that were provided on the topic of Benghazi. 

Q You would agree with me, wouldn't you, that the process of 
drafting and revising HPSCI talking points, I mean, only a portion of 
that, maybe a very small portion of that is reflected in the email 
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exchange is about it. And much of that work may have occurred within 
the four walls of the CIA. Is that fair? 

A YeSj absolutely. The same way with -- 

Q Okayj how did you -- 

A -- with press guidance -- 

Q I'm not finished with my question. 

A -- is developed inside an agency, and then once an agency 
has a compiled answer or product to provide, it's then fed into the 
interagency process. 

Q I understand that, but you said HPSCI talking points were 
developed using the same process as the press guidance. How do you 
have an insight into what was going on at the CIA with regard to the 
HPSCI talking points? 

A I don't. I can only talk to the interagency process writ 

large, and the interagency process was the same in both cases. 

Q And going back to Ambassador Rice. It sounds like you know 

exactly the documents she was given to prepare. Is that true, or am 
I just -- 

A I am familiar with one of the documents that she received. 
If she received other materials from her spokesperson as part of her 
preparation, I would not be privy to that. 

Q Okay. What is the one document that you know she received? 

A It was the compiled press guidance that was the result of 

the interagency clearance process. I recall that it also had top lines 
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that were added in at the end of that process to give it sort of an 
overall frame. 

Q And how do you know she received that? 

A Because I received -- was forwarded in an email that 
contained that press guidance. 

Q Was she included on that email? 

A It was the email that went to her spokesperson. I can't 
recall if Susan specifically was on that email personally. 

Q So do you have any -- I will just ask this: Were you in 
the room when she was prepared for her talk shows appearances? 

A I was not. 

Q So you don't know, one way or the other, what document she 

actually reviewed, or the people that prepared her were using to prepare 
her, you just know what was sent to her? 

A Correct. 

Q Did you have any discussions with anybody about that 
preparation? 

A I don't recall. 

Q Okay. Did you have any discussions with anybody about her 
appearance and the statements she made on the Sunday talk shows? 

A Following her appearance? 

Q Yes. 

A I don't recall. 

Q You don't recall any such discussions? 

A I don't. You're asking me to recall discussions on a 
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specific day more than 3 years agOj and I don't recall those discussions 
now. 

Q No, I'm certainly not doing that. I'm asking you if you 
recall any discussions about her appearance on the talk shows, whether 
it occurred on that Sunday, or another day. Do you recall any 
conversations? 

A I don't recall specific conversations, no. 

Q Do you recall generally anything that was discussed about 
her appearances on the talk shows? 

A Well, we would, as a general rule, on a Monday, have to 
prepare lay Carney and Toria Nuland and other spokespeople across the 
U.S. Government for their daily press briefings. And we would 
anticipate that appearances of U.S. Government officials on Sunday 
shows would often be asked about in those press briefings, so yes. 

Q I don't want to get into like the next day, because that's 
outside the timeframe that was discussed. I'm just talking about 
conversations about her appearance on that Sunday. 

A Right, and I'm sorry if I'm unclear, but as I've said, I 
don't recall specific conversations on that day about Susan's 
appearances . 

Q Again, I'm not talking about that day. I'm talking about 
her appearance on that day. 

A Uh-huh. 

Q So we understand she appeared on the Sunday talk shows . She 
made certain statements about Benghazi? 
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A Uh-huh. 

Q Do you recall generally any conversations about statements 

she madej whether you had the conversation on that day^ or another day, 
we are not going to know that because you can't remember. But do you 
recall the conversations? 

A No, as I've said, I do not recall specific conversations 
related to Ambassador Rice's appearance on the Sunday shows. 

Q Do you recall anything generally that was said in 
conversation about the appearance? 

A I do not. 

Q Do you recall being involved in any way in preparing the 
President for his appearance, his interview with Steve Kroft on 
September 12? 

A I do not recall being part of any of that preparation, no. 

Q Okay. Who would have been involved in that? 

A Generally, Ben Rhodes from the NSC press side. I can't 

speak to who from other offices would have been involved. 

Q Do you recall that appearance, that interview with Steve 
Kroft on the 12th? 

A I do not. 

Q Do you recall any discussions about statements lay Carney 

made during that week from September 12 to the end of the week? 

A Specific discussions, no. 

Q Do you recall that week being informed that the FBI had 
opened up an investigation into the attacks in Benghazi? 
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A As a general rule^ I'm aware that the FBI always opens an 
investigation into a suspicious death of an American citizen abroad. 
I was familiar with that from my time at the State Department^ so -- 

Q So as you sit here today^ you don't recall a specific 
investigation being opened that week? 

A Againj I would -- I have that general knowledge j so I 
don't -- I don't know whether I was informed specifically with regards 
to Benghazi j or whether that's just something I would have assumed. 

Q Fair enough. Do you recall being told by anybody that in 
light of the FBI investigation that you should or should not say 
anything about the Benghazi attacks^ in other words -- that was a bad 
question . 

In other words, were you told by anybody that the pendency of the 
investigation should, I think, affect, in any way, the public 
statements about the attacks? 

A I do recall, at least one email chain where either someone 
from the FBI or DOI did ask whether folks within DO! and/or FBI were 
involved in clearing guidance because of equities related to the 
investigation, yes. 

Q Do you recall ever being told that you could not make a 
statement about the attacks in Benghazi because of the pendency of the 
FBI investigation? 

A I don't recall. 

Mr. Missakian . I understand I'm at the end of my hour. I just 
have one last document. Should I mark it and question her and then 



950 


86 


I can turn it over to you? 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. That's fine with us. Are you okay? 

Ms. Meehan . I'm okay^ yeah. 

[Meehan Exhibit No. 6 

was marked for identification.] 

BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 

Q Ms. Meehan, I have just marked as exhibit No. 6, a 
multi-paged document, with document control number C05415285. Once 
you have had a chance to review it, just let me know. 

Mr. McQuaid. You are not marking the one that is the exhibit. 

Ms. Meehan . No. Okay. 

BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 

Q Okay? 

A Yep. 

Q Alright. Let's start with the basics. We are looking at 
what appears to be one email. Well, no, multiple emails. Start at 
the back and work our way forward. The email beginning on the second 
to last page, this is an email from Dag Vega, dated September 14, 2012, 
at 7:11 p.m. I don't see you being a recipient on this email. Having 
read it, do you recognize it as something you received back then? 

A I can see that I'm not a party to the email. I do recall 
being forwarded a copy of this email from one of the recipients, but 
do not recall ever being added in as a participant on the chain. 

Q Okay. Do you recall being forwarded a copy of Mr. Vega's 


email? 
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A Of the overall email in some form or another. 

Q Okay. And how do you recall that? 

A In my preparation to appear today^ I was provided a copy 
of an email that appears to be this email that was forwarded to me by 
one of the recipients of the emails if that makes sense. 

Q It does make sense. Who forwarded the email to you? 

A Erin Pelton. 

Q And do we have that email? 

Mr. McQuaid. I don't know. 

BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 

Q And did you have any conversation with Ms. Pelton about the 
email prior to you receiving it? 

A Prior to her forwarding me the email? 

Q Yes. 

A Not that I recallj no. 

Q Do you know why she sent it to you? 

A My recollection, my recollection based on the context of 
the email, as I was able to review it, was that she noticed that I was 
not included on the email and was forwarding it for situational 
awareness . 

Q I see. Alright, let's go through the sender and the 
recipients here in a little more detail. This email -- now we are on 
the first page. This email is coming from Ben Rhodes on September 14, 
2012, at 8:09 p.m. 


A 


Uh-huh . 
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Q And let's just go through the recipient list. Who is Dag 

Vega? 

A Dag Vega was a member of the White House communications 
staff who was the liaison between the White House and the networks as 
it related to things like Sunday shows appearances and interviews. 

Q And then there is what appears to be a title or possibly 
a group, NSC Deputy Press Secretary. Who is that? 

A At this particular point in time, I believe that would have 
been Caitlin Hayden. 

Q Is there a reason why her name wouldn't appear, as opposed 
to her title? 

A That's a technical question. I don't know. 

Q And who is David Plouffe? 

A David Plouffe at the time was a member of the White House 
staff. I didn't have any interaction with him and don't know what 
specifically his job was. 

Q Did you have any interaction with him at all regarding 
Benghazi during the period we have been talking about? 

A I did not. 

Q We know who Day Carney is. Jennifer Palmieri, who is that? 

A At this point in time, she was the Deputy Communications 

Director within the White House Communications Office. 

Q And Joshua Earnest, what was his title at the time? 

A At the time, he was Deputy Press Secretary. 
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Q Okay. And then the next name, and I'm sure I will 
mispronounce it. Ferial Govashiri. 

A Yes, that's actually spot on. At the time. Ferial was Ben 
Rhodes's administrative assistant. 

Q And Howli Ledbetter? 

A At the time, I believe that Flowli was lay Carney's 
administrative assistant. 

Q And Dawn Selak? 

A I don't know who that is. 

Q Daniel Brundage? 

A I don't know who that is. 

Q And we know who Erin Pelton is, and Mehdi Alhassani? 

A Mehdi Alhassani, I believe at the time, was one of the 
administrative assistants in Denis McDonough's office. 

Q To your understanding, what are we looking at in this email 
from Mr. Rhodes? 

A Well, again, just for the record, I'm not a party to the 
email. But based on the context, it appears to be the press guidance 
that would be provided to Ambassador Rice to use as the basis for 
preparation for her appearance on the Sunday show. 

Q And you're basing that on the fact that the subject line 
reference to "prep call with Susan Saturday at 4 p.m. Eastern"? 

A Yes, and the context of what is included in the email, and 
the originating email from Dag Vega, which includes all of the 
logistical information for her appearance on the Sunday shows. 
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Q Do you have any insight as to how Ambassador Rice was 
selected to appear on the Sunday talk shows as opposed to Secretary 
Clinton or anybody else? 

A I do not. I do not believe I was a party to those 
discussions . 

Q Do you recall reviewing this document at the time? I mean^ 
you recall it being forwarded to you, but do you recall doing anything 
with it once you received it? 

A I certainly don't recall doing anything with it once I 
received from it Erin Pelton, no. 

Q And prior to this going out, would there have been a 
discussion with Ambassador Rice about the types of questions that she 
could be expected to receive on the Sunday talk shows, or was that just 
assumed based on the course of events that week what would be talked 
about? 

A I wasn't part of any prep that Susan did, so I can't say 
specifically, but generally, when we are prepping for the Sunday shows, 
yes, we would, much like I had described in the process earlier, when 
coming up with and compiling press guidance, we would discuss what we 
think are likely questions to be asked. 

Q Would those, the likely questions that would be asked, would 
those be informed by the actual questions, for example, 3ay Carney had 
been receiving at his press conferences during the week? 

A They could be, yes. 

Q So you folks would be aware of what he was asked and what 
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he was sayings and would you all have tnanscnipts of those press 
conferences? 

A Transcripts are available. Whether Ambassador Rice had 
them, I couldn't say. 

Q In the first section, "goals," is this a typical format for 
this type of document where you have goals and I know you had used the 
term "top lines" previously in the interview. And then you've got Q&A 
that follows. Is this a typical format that the NSC press office would 
follow in this kind of circumstance? 

A Yes, it is. 

Q Okay. So what does the "goal" section mean? 

A So, generally, goals would be the purpose of why the 

individual is appearing on the Sunday shows, what sort of the end goal 
is of the appearance, and what you're trying to convey. 

Q And what are the top lines? How do you define top lines? 

A So top lines, the best way to describe them is to also 

reference the Q&A. Q&A would be specific questions that we think an 
individual may be asked. Top lines are more general, sort of context 
for the overall issue at large. 

Q And let's look at the goals section. One part of this that 
has received quite a lot of attention is the second bullet point there. 
And I will quote it: "To underscore that these protests are rooted 
in an Internet video, and not a broader failure of policy." 

Do you have any understanding of what Mr. Rhodes meant to convey 


by that statement? 
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A I certainly don't want to speak for Ben. I can say more 

generally, looking at the date, this was Friday, September 14, and 
looking, again, as I reviewed the press guidance here, that the context 
of this particular point in time is that, again, we had seen multiple 
outbreaks of violence against multiple diplomatic facilities in Cairo, 
in Benghazi, in Tunisia, and Yemen, and Sudan, and Pakistan, and 
elsewhere, so this would have been -- this entire package would have 
been designed to address not only what had happened in Benghazi 
specifically, but the administration response to these outbreaks of 
violence and threats against American citizens more broadly across the 
region. 

Q And from the context, do you have any understanding what 
he was referring to when he says "and not a broader failure of policy"? 

A Again, from the context of this, yes, that this would have 
been to say that there was a specific reason that there was an outbreak 
of violence in these particular areas. And that it was not a broader 
failure of the President's policies in the region. 

Q Okay, what policies do you believe he was referring to? In 
other words, for example, this could be referring to the policy behind 
going into Libya in the first place. It could be the policy relating 
more generally to the war on terror. Do you have a sense of what policy 
he was referring to here? 

A I don't want to speculate because I don't know what Ben was 
referring to in particular. 

Q Okay. Thank you. I don't have any further questions on 
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this document. And if you give me a moment to go over my notes j I may 
be done completely. 

A Sure. Of course. 

[Discussion off the record.] 

BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 

Q Dust one followup question. My colleague wanted me to 
clarify something j and it's a good point. I believe you testified that 
you know for certain that Ambassador Rice at least received one document 
for her preparation for the talk shows. Is this what we have marked 
as exhibit 6 , that one document you know she received? 

A So to clarify, to the point that you and I discussed, I can 
confirm that Erin Pelton, who was her spokesperson, received this 
document. In looking at the document, I do not see Ambassador Rice 
personally listed in the recipient line. And Rexon, who was also on 
her staff, obviously received this document, as he is the person that 
produced it. So I can't say whether this was presented to her, but 
I would have a hard time believing that this wouldn't have been passed 
on to her by her staff. 

Q Okay. Thank you. Anything else? 

Ms. Clarke . No. 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. Off the record. 

[Discussion off the record.] 

EXAMINATION 

BY MS. SACHSMAN GROOMS: 

Q Let's go back on. Dust to reintroduce myself, my name is 
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Susanne Sachsman Grooms. I'm with the minority staffs and we wanted 
to thank you for coming in voluntarily for the transcribed interview. 

I want to start by going through a couple of these exhibits that 
you have already been through. 

A Okay. 

Q So let's start with exhibit 3. 

A Okay. 

Q And for the record^ exhibit 3 contains an email from Jacob 
Sullivan to Ben Rhodes^ youj and various others from September 11th 
of the night of the attacks at 9:32, with a statement which was a 
proposed statement for Secretary Clinton for that evening. 

A Uh-huh. 

Q I want to call your attention to the language that was 

discussed in the previous round. "Some have sought to justify" -- and 
I'm quoting -- "Some have sought to justify this vicious behavior as 
a response to inflammatory material originating in the United States. 
The United States deplores any intentional effort to denigrate the 
religious beliefs of others. Our commitment to religious tolerance 
goes back to the very beginning of our Nation." 

When Secretary Clinton testified before the committee on 
October 22, she testified about that language, which was included both 
in that statement the night of the attacks, and in the following day. 
And she said, and I quote -- and I will just quote a long thing. "During 
the day on September 11, as you did mention. Congressman, there was 
a very large protest at our Embassy in Cairo. Protesters breached the 
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walls, they tore down the American flag, and it was of grave concern 
to us because the inflammatory video had been shown on Egyptian 
television, which has a broader reach than just inside Egypt. And if 
you look at what I said I referred to the video that night in a very 
specific way. I said, quote," -- and she is quoting -- "Some have 
sought to justify the attack because of the video.” I used those words 
deliberately not to ascribe a motive to every attacker, but as a warning 
to those across the region that there was no justification for further 
attacks . " 

Is Secretary Clinton's explanation consistent with your 
understanding of the time --at the time of what that statement was 
meant to mean? 

A It is. 

Q Okay. And what did you think the purpose of the language 
was, and what do you think it conveyed? 

A I think, as I sit here today and recall, it was in response 
to the fact that there had not only been the attack against the facility 
in Benghazi, but a large and frightening attack against our Embassy 
in Cairo. There was also, as I recall it now, a great deal of worry 
inside the administration that there would potentially be further 
attacks, or protests, or incidents outside of other diplomatic 
facilities in the region. It's, obviously, a very volatile region. 
And part of what we were doing in our public language was seeking to 
tamp down inflammatory rhetoric in the region and do everything we could 


to ensure that there was an environment that would not lend itself to 
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further attacks based on this video or people using this video as an 
excuse. 

Q I'm going to move off of that exhibit. 

A If I could just note one thing for the record. 

Q Sure. 

A You know, as we sort of discussed in one of the earlier 

sessions, I think that was somewhat prescient in the sense that there 
were, in fact, quite violent attacks against multiple other diplomatic 
facilities in the region as that week went on, and that was, you know, 
always a concern in our mind was how do we do everything that we can 
to ensure that there wasn't further loss of life, you know, of American 
life in these other areas. 

Q Let's talk for just a couple of minutes and I know we have 
gone through it in great detail, about the night of the attack. I 
understand that you don't have specific recollection at this point of 
detailed conversations, but can you give us a sense of the feeling that 
was in the building on the night of the attacks, and sort of the 
sentiment, your primary focus, the focus of your colleagues? 

A Sure. So I will sort of break that down into a couple of 
separate answers. My responsibility and my primary responsibility was 
to help coordinate among the interagency what the public response would 
be to incoming inquiries from the press, and then as time went on and 
it became clear how serious the situation was, at that point, it becomes 
not an issue of simply responding to incoming inquiries, but, you know. 
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the need fon the President and others to proactively go out and address 
the American people. 

So my primary role would be to interact with my counterparts at 
various national security agencies that had an equity in what was 
occurringj and to work with others internally to ensure that as there 
were public products, that the appropriate people had the opportunity 
to review them. With regards to the sentiment overall, you know, there 
was a lot of anguish and sadness. 

There was a lot of confusion in the sense that you have a lot of 
information coming in. You had two foreign service officers who were 
unaccounted for -- for a period of time, trying to track down where 
they were and what had happened to them. For me personally, you know, 
I interact, obviously, with the press secretaries at the State 
Department. Those were individuals who worked in the same bureau as 
the two foreign service officers who were killed. So there was a lot 
of sadness, anxiety, confusion, anger on that end as well. 

Q Was there -- and perhaps your role was really more on the 
communications side, but was there a sense of urgency within the 
building to make sure that the United States, as a whole, responded 
in a way that was quickly to save the people who were there and to protect 
human life? 

A Yes, absolutely. I can say that as I noted earlier, I don't 
recall specific meetings and conversations, but I do recall very 
clearly that the sentiment passed down from Ben was that everything 
that could be done was being done; that there was an urgency, again. 
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in not only trying to resolve the situation in Benghazi^ but doing 
everything that we could as a government to look across the region to 
see if there were other facilities that would be in need of assistancOj 
and doing everything we could to ensure that we would not be faced with 
the same situationj you knowj at other diplomatic facilities across 
the region. 

Q And we saw your emails from the night of the attacks. 
They -- it's clear that the deaths impacted you personally^ 
emotionally. I don't want to go into that in detail. But is that a 
fair description? 

A Yes . 

Q And once you learned of those things, you, despite an 

emotional reaction, you continued to work. Is that right? 

A That's correct. 

Q And I know there were a lot of questions about what time 

you went home. Certainly, we saw emails from you well into the night 
and the early morning until maybe 12:42 a.m. on September 12, and then 
it looks like the email traffic started back up again around 5:00 a.m. 
on September 12. Does that sound right? 

A Yes, I don't recall specific times, but yes, the general 
timeframe sounds accurate. 

Q So I don't want there to be a misimpression that you weren't, 
you know, still working. You were working very hard and diligently 
that night. Is that accurate? 

A That is accurate, and thank you, yes. I think it was part 
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of the difficulty in recollecting specific conversations and affixing 
them to certain moments in time is that there was very little sleep 
across, you know, an extended period of days, as I mentioned. There 
was a lot of concern and a lot of action being taken to prevent similar 
occurrences at other places across the region. So it was pretty much 
a nonstop effort for an extended period of time, and that tends to bleed 
together when you look back 3 years ago. 

Q And you're speaking for yourself on that, but was that sort 
of a shared feeling that you have about all of the -- all of your 
colleagues? 

A Based on, you know, what I observed, yes. That would be 
accurate . 

Q I want to shift to exhibit 4. And exhibit 4 is, just to 
remind the record, is an email from you on Friday, September 14 at 3:46 
to Ben Rhodes and Tommy Vietor with Libya -- subject line, "Libya for 
Toria." We spent a lot of time on this before, so I don't want to 
belabor the point, but there, in that first sentence you say, "I think 
a lot has been spinning down there that I might not be looped into." 
I know sometimes people hear the word "spinning" and they start 
wondering what exactly that means. Can you maybe explain to us what 
you meant by that? 

A Sure, in looking at this now from the context what I was 
referring to, as I said earlier, Ben Rhodes and Tommy Vietor, to whom 
this email is addressed, both sat in the West Wing, whereas I sat in 
the EEOB, you know, sort of across the street, if you will. So, by 
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nature, of both of their positions and their physical location, they 
would have had access to information, people perhaps stopping by their 
office that I would not have had access to. So when I said I think 
a lot has been spinning down there, that simply means meetings, 
information, conversations that they would be aware of that I wasn't. 
And wanting to ensure that before any information was passed back to 
the State Department, that I had done my diligence in ensuring that 
people who had access to information that I may not have had access 
to, had an opportunity to review this to ensure that there was nothing 
that, based on their prerogative, needed to be updated. 

Q And there is a line in here that says "Especially after the 
discrepancy between Day's points and the Hill comments . " I understand 
you can't remember what exactly that's about. I'm going to show you 
a document. We will see if this refreshes your recollection, or if 
it's not the right thing. We are marking this exhibit 7. 

A Okay. 

[Meehan Exhibit No. 7 

was marked for identification.] 

BY MS. SACHSMAN GROOMS: 

Q And for the record, exhibit 7 is State Department document 

number C5579559. 

A And just so I am clear for the record, the second page is 
blank. 

Q Yes. 

A Okay. 
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Q I believe we will never fully understand all of the State 
Department's document production, but it does seem to have some kind 
of a -- 

A Identifying number. 

Q Something on it, yes. Gibberish language. 

A Okay. 

Q This is an email from Kimberly Dozier from AP to Shawn Turner 
at ODNI on Friday, September 14, at 10:34 a.m. The subject line is: 
"Representative leff Duncan, R-North Carolina said State Department 
had warnings of the attack 48 hours." 

And it appears that it gets forwarded to you by Shawn Turner at 
DNI, as well as some other individuals. The question from AP was, and 
I'm quoting, "Hey there -- at a hearing on Fort Hood just now. Rep. 
leff Duncan, R-N.C., said State Department had warnings of the attack 
48 hours -- apparently repeating the claim in the Independent, but he 
didn't source it to the Independent -- just said it as if it were fact. 
Can you clarify again?" 

It says, underneath that, "Also, I understand you guys reached 
out to Matt Lee last night telling him the Independent report was wrong. 
Unfortunately, that didn't get to me until I wasted some time chasing 
it, so please loop me in too." And then that was sent on to you by 
Shawn Turner "FYI," he says, "Trying to find out where this is coming 
from. " 

So this appears to me to be a reference to a statement that 
Representative leff Duncan had said repeating the claim in the 
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Independent story about the State Department having warnings of the 
attack 48 hours beforehand. Does that seem right? 

A Yes j that ' s an accurate characterization of the email, yes . 

Q Does this refresh your recollection as to what you were 

talking about when you referenced Hill comments? 

A Unfortunately, it does not . I don't -- I truly don't recall 
what I was referring to. It's possible this was it, but I just don't 
remember. 

Q The -- 

A I would say that it does appear that in the email chain that 
you're referring to, the one where I emailed Ben and Tommy, there is 
a question in that press guidance that does specifically address the 
email chain from the AP reporter. 

Q Yeah, so in exhibit 4, in that press guidance below where 
you say "Especially after the discrepancy between lay's points and the 
Hill comments." There is a question, and the question is: "What's 
your response to the Independent story that says we have intelligence 
48 hours in advance of the Benghazi attack that was ignored?" 

And then answer, and I believe you said in the previous round, 
that you would have obtained the answer to that question from DNI? 

A That's correct. 

Q Okay. I'm going to -- we spent a fair amount of time in 
the previous round talking about the HPSCI talking points, so I just 
want to introduce exhibit 8, which is on that vein. 
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[Meehan Exhibit No. 8 

was marked for identification.] 

BY MS. SACHSMAN GROOMS: 

Q Exhibit 8 is a long chain of emails. I'm mostly going to 
point to the beginning oneSj but why don't you read through the whole 
thing. 

A Okay. 

Q It is Bates Stamped STATE-SCB65819 . 

A Okay. Thank you. 

Q And so this iSj at its beginningj an email from lohn Tomczyk, 

T-o-m-c-z-y-kj Chief of Media Relations from the CIA Office of Public 
Affairs to Tommy Vietor, Ben Rhodes^ youj Caitlin Hayden, cc'ing Shawn 
Turner. The subject is the "Revised HPSCI Talking Points for Review." 
It was sent at 5:09 p.m., and it has HPSCI talking points with a line, 
"The currently available information suggests that the demonstrations 
in Benghazi were spontaneously inspired by the protests at the U.S. 
Embassy in Cairo, and evolved into a direct assault against the U.S. 
consulate and subsequently its Annex." 

In a subsequent chain. Tommy Vietor sends an email around at 6:21. 
His statement is: "lohn, I know you're trying to move these fast, so 
here's an initial round of edits. One small tweak in sentence 3 of 
bullet 1 for added clarity. Denis would also like to make sure the 
highlighted portions were fully coordinated with the State Department 
in event that they get inquiries." And it -- and then the response 
from the CIA is: "Thanks very much for your prompt response. Tommy, 
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we will send over to State." And then the exchange continues. 

When you were discussing in the previous round that Tommy Vietor 
took the lead on the NSC side in clearing the HPSCI talking points for 
the building to ensure that they were accurate and factual at that time^ 
is this what you were referring to? 

A YeSj it is. And for the record^ per the early agreement, 
I did see a version of this email chain in advance of this hearing. 
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[1:17 p.m.] 

BY MS. SACHSMAN GROOMS: 

Q And so, from this, it appears that what happened was that 
Tommy Vietor got in a version at 5:09 and then that he edited it, and 
that was his initial round of edits at 6:21. Is that an accurate 
reading? 

A Yes, it is. 

Q The email exchange goes on. And, at some point, Ben Rhodes, 
now on the first page, at 9:34 p.m., sends an email around that says, 
"All, sorry to be late to this discussion. We need to resolve this 
in a way that respects all of the relevant equities, particularly the 
investigation." And, at that point, they decide to loop in Department 
of lustice on this email. 

Is that a good description of what the NSC's role was in this 
process? 

A Yes. In fact, the first line that Ben writes -- well, the 
second line -- "We need to resolve this in a way that respects all of 
the relevant equities, particularly the investigation. " The NSC takes 
a coordinating role to ensure that anyone throughout the interagency 
who, as I said earlier, has an equity is able to review, to provide 
input, to clear on it. 

In this case, you know, DO! was eventually looped into it because 
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they obviously have equities as related to the investigation. SOj yeSj 
that is an accurate representation of the NSC role. 

Q Let's go to the Ben Rhodes email. It's going to be exhibit 

6 . 

[Meehan Exhibit No. 6 

was marked for identification.] 

BY MS. SACHSMAN GROOMS: 

Q The email that came in with the HPSCI white paper talking 
points for use with the media comes in at 5:09. On September 14, it 
looks like Ben Rhodes sends out the email that's exhibit 6, subject 
line, "RE: PREP CALL with Susan, Saturday at 4:00 p.m. ET," at 8:09 

p.m. 

And it looks like in the second page there's a question: "What's 
your response to the Independent story that says we have intelligence 
48 hours in advance of the Benghazi attack that was ignored? Was this 
an intelligence failure?" 

And the answer to that question says, "We are not aware of any 
actionable intelligence indicating that an attack on the U.S. Mission 
in Benghazi was planned or imminent. The currently available 
information suggests that the demonstrations in Benghazi were 
spontaneously inspired by the protests at the U.S. Embassy in Cairo 
and evolved into a direct assault against the U.S. consulate and 
subsequently its annex." 
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My read is that the sentence was cribbed in some version of the 
first sentence from that HPSCI talking points. Does that look right 
to you? 

A YeSj it does. Uh-huh. 

Q And that wasn't the final version of the talking points^ 

but it waSj in fact, the one that was the most recent one at the time. 

A That's correct, yes. 

Q And is that the process that you've been basically 
explaining to us throughout the day, right? You would get in 
additional information from different agencies that was substantive, 
and you would then add that additional cleared information into 
whatever was the most recent updated version of the guidance that was 
going out? 

A Yes, that's absolutely correct. We would incorporate any 
updated information from anyone in the interagency who had relevant 
information and requested to make an update. And it would be our 
responsibility to ensure that that information is included in any of 
the multiple versions of press guidance or talking points that are being 
circulated at any given point in time. 

Q And once information like a talking point gets cleared 
through the interagency, do you then need to reclear it every time you 
use it, or do you just use the cleared information until you have an 
update? 

A So, in an instance like this where there's rapidly changing 
information, we would clear, certainly, at a minimum, on a daily basis 
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before each of the daily press briefings. That would be recirculated 
to everyone within the interagency that had a role in initially 
draftingj editingj or clearingj even if they did not provide inputs 
the last time around because they may now have information that's 
relevant. Andj generally^ before individuals are doing an appearance^ 
for examplOj the Sunday shows j that's information that we would ensure 
is up to date before someone uses it in that capacity^ yes. 

Q Nowj I'm going to assume that there were very often during 
this whole time period time constraints and you all were working very 
quickly to get out press guidance. Is that accurate? 

A Yes, that is accurate. 

Q And sometimes the news had stories and you were responding, 
and that would accelerate your timeframe? 

A Yes, absolutely, particularly in cases like the Independent 
story, which was referenced earlier, where there is information that 
we know to be incorrect or believe to be incorrect at a certain period 
of time. We do everything we can to correct that so it doesn't, sort 
of, harden in the minds of people, when we know that it is not accurate 
to the best of our knowledge at that point in time. 

Q And that Independent story -- you know, we have seen email 
chains where DNI, Shawn Turner was pushing back very aggressively 
against that. Is that accurate? Does that reflect your recollection? 

A Based on, sort of, the emails that I've seen today and my 
recollection, yes. 

Q As you were working quickly, how seriously did you 
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personally review the accuracy of the statements and the talking points 
that you were working on with respect to the attacks in Benghazi? 

A Well, I take my work very seriously. It's ultimately my 
responsibility to ensure that anyone who has knowledge or an equity 
has an opportunity to review it. So, certainly, I do a close review, 
but I rely on policy experts, on intelligence experts, substantive 
experts, to ensure that the underlying substance of whatever we're 
saying publicly is accurate and factual. 

Q And so is it fair to understand that your role is not in 
personally determining whether the information is accurate but instead 
in making sure the information gets to the relevant agency so that they 
can check on whether the information is accurate? 

A Yes, to an extent. Certainly, if I see things within a 
statement or a press guidance that contradicts information I've seen 
in another area, it would be my responsibility, not necessarily to be 
the arbiter of that, but to raise the contradiction to someone's 
attention and say, there appears to be a difference of opinion, or, 
this does not appear to have kept up with changes I've seen in other 
documents. And someone would need to ultimately weigh in and provide 
a decision based on their substantive knowledge. 

Q So you would flag things, but would you rely on the agencies 
that were providing the information pursuant to their, sort of, 
substantive areas for the overall substance of the information 
ultimately? 

A Yes. Each agency would be responsible for clearing 
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whatever the overall package is. That does include substantive 
experts from the NSC who would have an opportunity to weigh in on itj 
as well. Butj yeSj there would have to be clearance from each of those 
relevant agencies. 

Q Did you have a concern or any concern that anyone else at 
the NSC was not adequately concerned about ensuring the accuracy of 
any statement or speech that was related to the attacks in Benghazi? 

A Absolutely not. In factj every sort of instruction that 
we received - - you knowj the instruction always when we ' re dealing with 
the public is that information needs to be factual, it needs to be 
accurate. If we think that things might influence what an assessment 
is leading to a change, we should be up front and say that this is likely 
to change as we gather more information. 

But I do recall, on that particular day and in the days after, 
there was a sense of not only urgency with regards to what was happening 
on the ground but also, sort of, an extra-meticulous look at everything 
that we were putting out. Because there was a lot of information coming 
in; you know, there were contradictory press reports, information 
coming from all sorts of sources. And we had a particular 
responsibility to ensure that what we were putting out was an accurate 
reflection of what the U.S. Government believed to have happened and 
not, sort of, based on open sources and other information. 

Q In any of the statements and the talking points related to 
the attacks in Benghazi that you cleared on or drafted, did you ever 
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intentionally insert information that you knew to be inaccurate or 
misleading? 

A No. 

Q Were you ever asked or ordered to intentionally insert 
information that you thought would be inaccurate or misleading? 

A No. 

Q Did you ever remove any accurate information that you knew 
caused the remaining information to be inaccurate or misleading? 

A No. 

Q Were you ever asked or ordered to remove any inaccurate 
information that you knew caused the remaining information to be 
inaccurate or misleading? 

A No. 

Q It's been alleged that the administration created a false 

narrative^ that the YouTube video mocking the Prophet Mohammed played 

a role in the attack in Benghazi. What's your response to that 
allegation? Did the administration create a false narrative? 

A NOj absolutely not. I can say thatj from my time working 
there, you know, this was a situation where you had a lot of information 
coming in; there were a lot of emotions. You had had a large 
demonstration and penetration of the compound wall in Cairo. As the 
days went on, there were, as I said, violent attacks against multiple 
other diplomatic facilities in the region. 

And this was a group of people throughout the interagency, across 
multiple agencies, doing their best to provide accurate information. 
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updating that information as new information became available. And 
to the extent that there were comments that needed to be updated based 
on new informationj that was a result of the situation and certainly 
not any deliberate attempt to mislead. Nothing could be further from 
the truth, in fact, based on what I saw. 

Q And with specific respect to Ben Rhodes and his role in 
messaging around the attack, there have been allegations that he 
crafted a false narrative or tried to mislead the American public. 
From your communications with him the night of the attack and the days 
following, can you speak to that? 

A Sure. 

I would say, as a general matter, I've worked for Ben for 3 years 
and have never, in any experience on any issue I've worked on, had him 
ask me to do anything other than produce accurate, factual information. 

I can also say that, specific to Benghazi, the information that 
was provided regarding the assessment of what had occurred in Benghazi 
was information that was provided by the interagency, specifically the 
intelligence community, as a result of their efforts. What 
information they put into that I can't speak to, but Ben Rhodes was 
not the creator or the origin of that information. So any allegation 
that Ben was creating a narrative that was false or misleading, it just 
doesn't hold up. 

Q And you were at the NSC, but you are a career foreign service 


officer. Is that right? 
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A That's correct. I was on detail to the NSC from the State 
Department at the time. 

Q So you are not a political appointee for this 
Administration? 

A I am not. 

Q I'm going to keep belaboring the point. Did you or anyone 
else -- that's what we do here. Did you or anyone else you worked with 
on any statement^ talking points, or any other remarks about the 
Benghazi attacks make any changes that were known at the time to be 
false? 

A No. 

Q Did anyone ever pressure you to make any changes to any 
statement, talking points, or other remarks about the Benghazi attacks 
that you believed to be false? 

A No. 

Q And did anyone else working on any statement, talking 
points, or other remarks about the Benghazi attacks ever tell you that 
they had been pressured into making changes that they believed to be 
false? 

A No. 

Q Do you have any reason to believe that anyone, yourself 

included, working on any of the speeches, talking points, or remarks 
about the Benghazi attacks did anything other than convey as clearly 
and completely as they could the facts based on the best available 


information at the time? 
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A No. 

Q At this point j I'm going to switch oven to asking you a 
series of questions that we ask every witness that comes in. As you 
knowj this is the eighth congressional investigation into the Benghazi 
attacks j and there have been a number of allegations about the attacks. 
Since we continue to investigate them^ we continue to ask these 
questions to everyone and see if they have any evidence to support them. 

There is a long series of them^ so I'll apologize in advance and 
ask you to bear with me. If you don't have any evidence, then you can 
just say that; we'll move on. If you have any, obviously, please speak 
up. 

A Okay. 

Q It has been alleged that Secretary of State Clinton 
intentionally blocked military action on the night of the attacks. One 
Congressman has speculate that, and I quote, "Secretary Clinton told 
Leon Panetta to stand down, " end quote, and this resulted in the Defense 
Department not sending more assets to help in Benghazi. 

Do you have any evidence that Secretary of State Clinton ordered 
Secretary of Defense Panetta to stand down on the night of the attacks? 

A No. 

Q Do you have any evidence that Secretary of State Clinton 

issued any kind of order to Secretary of Defense Panetta on the night 
of the attacks? 

A No. 

Q It has been alleged that Secretary Clinton personally 
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signed an April 2012 cable denying security to Libya. The Washington 
Post Fact Checker evaluated this claim and gave it Four Pinocchios, 
its highest award for false claims. 

Do you have any evidence that Secretary Clinton personally signed 
an April 2012 cable denying security resources to Libya? 

A No. 

Q Do you have any evidence that Secretary Clinton was 
personally involved in providing specific instruction on the 
day-to-day security resources in Libya? 

A No. 

Q It has been alleged that Secretary Clinton misrepresented 

or fabricated intelligence on the risk posed by Qadhafi to his own 
people in order to garner support for military operations in Libya in 
spring 2011. 

Do you have any evidence that Secretary Clinton misrepresented 
or fabricated intelligence on the risk posed by Qadhafi to his own 
people in order to garner support for military operations in Libya in 
spring 2011? 

A No. 

Q It has been alleged that the U.S. Mission in Benghazi 

included transferring weapons to Syrian rebels or to other countries. 
A bipartisan report issued by the House Permanent Select Committee on 
Intelligence found that, quote, "the CIA was not collecting and 
shipping arms from Libya to Syria," end quote, and they found, quote, 
"no support for this allegation," end quote. 
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Do you have any evidence to contradict the House Intelligence 
Committee's bipartisan report finding that the CIA was not shipping 
arms from Libya to Syria? 

A No. 

Q Do you have any evidence that the U.S. facilities in 

Benghazi were being used to facilitate weapons transfers from Libya 
to Syria or to any other foreign country? 

A No. 

Q A team of CIA security personnel was temporarily delayed 

from departing the Annex to assist the Special Mission Compound^ and 
there have been a number of allegations on the cause of and the 
appropriateness of that delay. 

The House Intelligence Committee issued a bipartisan report 
concluding that the team was not ordered to, quote, "stand down," end 
quote, but that, instead, there were tactical disagreements on the 
ground over how quickly to depart. 

Do you have any evidence that would contradict the House 
Intelligence Committee's finding that there was no stand-down order 
to CIA personnel? 

A No. 

Q And putting aside whether you personally agree with the 
decision to delay temporarily or think it was the right decision, do 
you have any evidence that there was a bad or improper reason behind 
the temporary delay of the CIA security personnel who departed the Annex 
to assist the Special Mission Compound? 
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A No. 

Q A concern has been raised by one individual that, in the 
course of producing documents to the Accountability Review Board, 
damaging documents may have been removed or scrubbed out of that 
production. 

Do you have any evidence that anyone at the State Department 
removed or scrubbed damaging documents from the materials that were 
provided to the ARB? 

A No. 

Q Do you have any evidence that anyone at the State Department 
directed anyone else at the State Department to remove or scrub damaging 
documents from the materials that were provided to the ARB? 

A No. 

Q I'm going to ask the questions also for documents that were 

provided to Congress . Do you have any evidence that anyone at the State 
Department removed or scrubbed damaging documents from the materials 
that were provided to Congress? 

A No. 

Q It has been alleged that the CIA Deputy Director, Michael 

Morell, altered unclassified talking points about the Benghazi attacks 
for political reasons and that he then misrepresented his actions when 
he told Congress that the CIA, quote, "faithfully performed our duties 
in accordance with the highest standards of objectivity and 
nonpartisanship," end quote. 

Do you have any evidence that CIA Deputy Director Mike Morell gave 
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false on intentionally misleading testimony to Congress about the 
Benghazi talking points? 

A No. 

Q Do you have any evidence that CIA Deputy Director Morell 
altered the talking points provided to Congress for political reasons? 

A No. 

Q It has been alleged that Ambassador Susan Rice made an 

intentional misrepresentation when she spoke on the Sunday talk shows 
about the Benghazi attacks. Do you have any evidence that Ambassador 
Rice intentionally misrepresented facts about the Benghazi attacks on 
the Sunday talk shows? 

A No. 

Q It has been alleged that the President of the United States 
was virtually AWOL as Commander in Chief on the night of the attacks 
and that he was missing in action. 

Do you have any evidence to support the allegation that the 
President was virtually AWOL as Commander in Chief or missing in action 
on the night of the attacks? 

A No. 

Q It has been alleged that a team of four military personnel 
at Embassy Tripoli on the night of the attacks who were considering 
flying on the second plane to Benghazi were ordered by their superiors 
to stand down, meaning to cease all operations. Military officials 


have stated that those four individuals were instead ordered to remain 
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in place in Tripoli to provide security and medical assistance to their 
current location. 

A Republican staff report issued by the House Armed Services 
Committee found thatj quote^ "there was no stand-down order issued to 
U.S. military personnel in Tripoli who sought to join the fight in 
Benghazi/' end quote. 

Do you have any evidence to contradict the conclusion of the House 
Armed Services Committee that there was no stand-down order issued to 
the U.S. military personnel in Tripoli who sought to join the fight 
in Benghazi? 

A No. 

Q It has been alleged that the military failed to deploy 

assets on the night of the attack that would have saved lives. 

HoweveCj former Republican Congressman Howard "Buck" McKeon, the 
former chairman of the House Armed Services Committee, conducted a 
review of the attacks, after which he stated, quote, "Given where the 
troops were, how quickly the thing all happened, and how quickly it 
dissipated, we probably couldn't have done more than we did," end quote. 

Do you have any evidence to contradict Congressman McKeon's 
conclusion? 

A No. 

Q Do you have any evidence that the Pentagon had military 

assets available to them on the night of the attacks that could have 
saved lives but that the Pentagon leadership intentionally decided not 
to deploy? 
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A No. 

Q Thank you very much. Let's go off the record. 

[Discussion off the record.] 

BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 

Q Ms. MeehaOj I just have a few followup questions based on 
what you were just asked. Let's start with exhibit 3, if you could 
find that somewhere. 

Counsel asked you a series of questions about this documentj which 
began with her reading you a portion of Secretary Clinton's testimony 
from her recent hearing before Congress. And, in that testimony. 
Secretary Clinton offered an explanation of the purpose for this 
statement. And I think you were then asked about your understanding 
of the purpose, and you gave one. 

What is your understanding of the purpose of this statement based 
upon? Did you have a conversation with the person who drafted it, Take 
Sullivan? 

A I don't recall having a conversation with Take Sullivan, 
but, certainly, it is indicative of the general sense of purpose of 
what we were trying to convey in those initial remarks. 

Q Okay. And this general sense of purpose, where did you get 
that from? Was it in a phone conversation the night of the attacks? 
Was it in a meeting? Where did that come from? 

A It would have been a -- 

Q Again, not "would have been." Do you have a specific 


recollection? 
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A It was a compilation of what we had been working on 
throughout the day. I could not point to any specific conversation 
or any specific individual who would have said it in these exact terms. 
As I saidj I don't believe that I was a party to drafting the specific 
language. Butj certainly^ it is an accurate reflection of what I 
recall to be the sentiments at that point in time. 

Q Right. And I understand the sentiment that is expressed 
in the document. But you were asked about the purpose of issuing the 
statement that included that language. What is your understanding of 
the purpose based upon? 

Like, for example, the person that drafted the statement may have 
had a purpose in his mind at the time he was drafting it. Do you have 
any insight into the purpose that lake Sullivan had in his mind at the 
time? 

A I certainly can't speak to what was in lake Sullivan ' s mind . 
But, as I have said several times throughout this interview, something 
that was in the back of all of our minds at that time, following on 
not only what had happened in Benghazi but, again, the attack or the 
protest, the incident at the embassy in Cairo earlier that day, was 
a concern that there was the potential for further violence and a 
spreading of this violence to other facilities in the region and that 
there was a general need to do anything we could to tamp down the 
rhetoric and prevent that from happening in the region. 

Q Okay. 

You were also asked some questions about whether or not you 
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believe that the United States Government or Ben Rhodes perpetuated 
a false narrative about the attacks, and you said that you didn't 
believe that occurred. 

A Correct. 

Q In my mind, in order to reach the conclusion that you 
reached, you would have to know everything that Ben Rhodes knew about 
the attack or you would have to know everything that the State 
Department knew about the attack to reach that conclusion. Were you 
privy to all the information about the attacks? 

A So I would say a couple things about that. 

Number one, I don't know whether I was privy to all the information 
about the facts because I don't know what that universe of all the 
information is, so it would be impossible for me to say. 

Certainly, it is accurate to say Ben would have been privy to 
conversations and briefings that I may not have been privy to. But 
I would also say that, again, my responsibility as one of the 
coordinators of the interagency means that I would see anything that 
was being provided by other agencies. So when we received assessments 
from the intelligence community, that was given from their public 
affairs officer directly to me. That's not something that went from 
Shawn Turner to Ben Rhodes and then I received a version from Ben Rhodes. 
I saw those direct inputs from the agencies. 

So I don't see any circumstance that would make it feasible for 
Ben Rhodes or anyone else, frankly, at the NSC or the White House to 
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have made up information or modified information in a way that you're 
suggesting. 

Q I don't believe I suggested that. If you heard that, then 
you misunderstood what I was saying. I'm not suggesting that anyone 
made up information. 

I'm just saying you reached a conclusion that neither Ben Rhodes 
nor the U.S. Government had perpetuated a false narrative. And, in 
my mind, maybe not in yours, in order to draw that conclusion, you would 
have to know all of the information that Ben Rhodes had or that the 
U.S. Government had. And I'm asking you if you were privy to all that 
information. You said you don't know. 

A Uh-huh. 

Q Okay. Let's focus on some specific items. 

Were you privy to all of the information that was being conveyed 
from the facility in Benghazi to the Embassy in Tripoli and then back 
to the State Department? 

A I have no way to know. 

Q Were you privy to any of that information? 

A I was certainly privy to information that was incorporated 
in talking points and press guidance and other materials that would 
have been passed to me by my counterparts at the State Department. 

Q Okay. So would it be fair to say that the information you 
were privy to would be circumscribed by the information you were 
receiving via email? 

A I would have received it via email; perhaps during the SVTCs 
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that we've neferned to in the pastj where the interagency communicators 
gather on the same SVTC just for ease of process; or phone 
conversations -- any of those methods. 

Q Okay. But as you sit here today, you can't say one way or 
the other whether you were privy to all the information known about 
the attacks in Benghazi. 

A Correct. 

Q And you were asked some questions in the litany of questions 
at the end about the President's actions the night of the attack. Do 
you have any firsthand knowledge of the President's actions or 
movements the night of the attack? 

A The only firsthand knowledge I have is that he, if I remember 
correctly, conducted a very lengthy phone call with Prime Minister 
Netanyahu of Israel that evening. 

Q This is on the evening of September 11. 

A I believe, to the best of my recollection. 

Q Okay. Were you present for that conversation? 

A I was not, but I was responsible for helping to coordinate 
the drafting of the public readout of that conversation. 

Q Were you present to witness any of the President ' s movements 
or actions during the night of the attack? 

A I was not. 

Q Alright. 

Mr. Missakian . I don't have any further questions. 

Okay. Great. Off the record. 
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[Whereuporij at 1:47 p.m., the interview was concluded.] 
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EXHIBIT 1 



Starting a chain with the interagency communicators regarding the USG's public response to the events today in 
Benghazi and Cairo, so we're all on one chain, State Department will release a statement tonight regarding the events, 
and we ask all other agencies to refer to that statement as you receive press inquiries, We will work on detailed 
guidance for all briefings and gaggles tomorrow, which we will circulate to ensure everyone is on the same page. 


On an important note, the press statement released by Embassy Cairo this morning was not coordinated with 
Washington. We need to do everything we can to emphasize that the USG's views are represented by the (forthcoming) 
State Department statement, and not the Embassy Cairo statement. Please do not refer anyone to the Embassy Cairo 
statement, which is causing significant negative backlash. 


Please use this chain as needed to ensure everyone is on the same page with updates and guidance going forward, and 
don't hesitate to reach out. 


Thanks, 

Bernadette 
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STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE. 

REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER. 
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This exhibit was not cleared for public release. 
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STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE. 

REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER. 


Smith^_Dana^JP^ 


From; 

Smith, Dana S (PA) 

Sent: 

Tuesday, September 11, 2012 9:34 PM 

To; 

Sullivan, Jacob J 

Subject: 

Re: STATEMENT 

It's perfect 



From: Sullivan, Jacob J 

Sent; Tuesday, September 11, 2012 09:32 PM 

IMSC Deputy Press Secretary; Meehan, Bernadette 
Smith, Dana S (PA); Jones, Beth E; Sherman, Wendy R 

Cc: Kennedy, Patrick F; Mull, Stephen D; Reines, Philippe I; Mills, Cheryl D; Nuland, Victoria J; Nides, Thomas R 
Subject: STATEMENT 

Please review quickly: 

I condemn in the strongest terms the attack on our mission in Benghazi today. We are working to secure our facilities 
and personnel. We have confirmed that one of our State Department officers was killed. Our thoughts and prayers are 
with his family and all of those who have suffered in this attack. 

This evening, I called Libyan President Magariaf to coordinate additional support to protect US diplomatic facilities and 
personnel. The President expressed his condemnation and condolences and pledged his government's full cooperation. 
In light of the events of today, the United States government is working with partner countries around the world to 
protect our missions, our personnel, and American citizens worldwide. 

Some have sought to justify this vicious behavior as a response to inflammatory material originating in the United 
States. The United States deplores any intentional effort to denigrate the religious beliefs of others. Our commitment 
to religious tolerance goes back to the very beginning of our nation. 

But let me be clear: There is never any justification for wanton acts of this kind. 
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STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE. 

REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER. 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 


Meehan, Bernadette [ 

Friday, September 14, 2012 3:54 PM 
Nuland. Victoria J 


FW: Libya for Toria 


ForT 


From: Vietor, Tommy 

Sent; Friday, September 14, 2012 3:50 PM 

To: Meehan, Bernadette; Rhodes, Benjamin J. 

Subject: RE: Libya for Toria 

No changes. Jay leaned further into the premeditated stuff 

From; Meehan, Bernadette 
Sent: Friday, September 14, 2012 3:46 PM 
To: Rhodes, Benjamin J.; Vietor, Tommy 
Subject: Libya for Toria 
Importance: High 

Ben and Tommy, 

I think a lot has been spinning down there that I might not be looped into, especially after the discrepancy between Jay's 
points and the Hill comments. Toria gaggles at 4:30, so I want to make sure she is on point with us. 

The most recent guidance I have is from this morning (pasted below). Can you review and tweak as required? I just 
want to make sure she isn't ambushed. 


Q: What are you guys doing today to monitor and mitigate the situation in the Middle East? 

We’ve obviously had our eyes on today since the unrest began, and we’ve been monitoring the situation very 
closely. You saw that following the incidents in response to this video, the President directed the Administration 
to take a number of steps to prepare for continued unrest. 

First, we have significantly increased security at our diplomatic posts around the globe, with additional 
resources from across the government. The safety and security of our personnel is paramount and something we 
constantly review. 

Second, we have reached out to governments in the region to make sure they are cooperating closely with us, 
and meeting their obligations to protect diplomatic facilities as best they can. So for instance the President had a 
good conversation with President Hadi of Yemen yesterday, who has deployed additional security forces around 
our Embassy. 

Third, we’ve made our views on this video crystal clear to people around the world. I’d specifically point you to 
strong statements out of the White House and from Secretary Clinton yesterday. To reiterate what Secretary 
Clinton said, the United States government had nothing to do with this movie. We reject its message and its 
contents. We find it disgusting and reprehensible. America has a history of religious tolerance - and respect for 
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religious beliefs - that goes back to our nation’ s founding. But there is absolutely no justification at all for 
responding to this movie with violence. And we are working to make sure that Muslims around the globe hear 
that message. 

Fourth, we’ve also encouraged leaders around the globe to speak out against the violence, and you’ve seen very 
important statements in the Muslim world by people like Prime Minister Erdogan of Turkey, President Morsi 
and the Freedom and Justice Party in Egypt, and President Hadi condemning violence and ealling for a peaceful 
response to this movie. The President has personally spoken to the leaders of Egypt, Libya, and Yemen, and 
also sent a personal message to Prime Minister Erdogan. 

Q: What’s your response to the Independent story that says we have intelligence 48 hours in advance of 
the Benghazi attaek that was ignored? 

This story is absolutely wrong. We are not aware of any actionable intelligence indicating that an attack on the 
U.S. Mission in Benghazi was planned or imminent. We also see indications that this action was related to the 
video that has sparked protests in other countries. 

Q; What about the claim that documents were taken from the compound that may endanger our Libyan 
partners? 

I’d refer questions about what documents were in specific buildings to my State colleagues. 

Q: Can you explain to us again the President’s comment about why Egypt was not an ally? 

I think you heard me answer this yesterday. Egypt is a critical partner of the United States. As you know, the 
President had an important conversation with President Morsi very early yesterday morning about the need to 
protect our embassy and personnel in Cairo, and the need to denounce the violence. 

President Morsi expressed his condolences for the tragic loss of American life in Libya and emphasized that 
Egypt would honor its obligation to ensure the safety of American personnel. 

This was not an effort to change our relationship with Egypt in any way. We have had a long-standing 
partnership with Egypt, and have supported their transition to democracy. We are now working to build our 
relationship with what is obviously a new government. 

Q: Are you concerned that our relationship with Egypt and other Muslim countries is quickly 
deteriorating? Is the Arab Spring now about hatred of America? 

I think we need to step back a bit. The Arab Spring was about people across the region rising up to demand their 
basic rights. 

The protests we’re seeing today were sparked by a disgusting and reprehensible video. 

I would also remind everyone that though protests are what you see on the news, there are millions of Muslims 
around the world that are simply trying to go about their day and raise their families. 
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Meehan, Bernadette [ 

Tuesday, September 11, 2012 11:07 PM 

Kt: us tor tomorrow 


Oh my God, no. No. No. No. No. oh my God. 


Sent; Tuesday, Septemb er 11, 2012 11:07 PM 

To: Meehan, Berncdette; 

Subject: Re: Qs for tomorrow 

We just got the confirmation we were dreading on Ambassador. 


From: Meehan, Bernadette [mallto 
Se nt: Tuesday, September 11, 2012 11:04 PM 

To: 

Subject: Qs for tomorrow 


Just the opening of what I think we will get tomorrow. There Is a SVTC at 7:00am, but as mentioned earlier, we will need 
fully State-cleared guidance here by about 9am. 

Q: Are all USG personnel in Libya accounted for? is Ambassador Stevens alive? 

'Xi Who was the Department of State officer killed? 

Q: How was the Department of State officer killed? 

Q: Is US repositioning military assets in response to the attacks in Benghazi? 

Q: Were the attacks in Cairo and Benghazi linked/coordinated? 

Q: Can you confirm reports that Egyptian Copts were involved in the production of the video? 

Q: Has anyone in the US government reached out to Terry Jones? 

Q: What is the status of the US mission in Benghazi? 

Q: What is the status of the US embassy in Tripoli? 

Qr What is the status of the US embassy in Cairo? 

Q: Were any Americans hurt in the Cairo attack? 

Q: Why did the US apologize for the attack on its own embassy in Cairo? 

7: Is the GOL cooperating with the US? 

Q: Is the GOE cooperating with the US? 
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Date: 1 


C054I5285.MOU 


From: Rhodes, Benjarntn J j 

Sent: Friday, September 14, 2012 8:09 PM 

To- Vega. Oag; NSC Deputy Press Secretary. Plouffe. David, Pfeiffer. Dan; Carney. Jay; Palmieri. 

Jer>nrf er. Earnest. Jo shua R.; Govashiri. Ferial, Ledbetter. Hcwli J., Selak, Dawn; Brundage, 
Danieli^^^lHi^^assani, Mehdi K. 

Subject; RE PREP CALL with Susan: Saturday at 4:00 pm ET 


Goals : 


• To convey that the United States is doing everything that we can to protect our people and facilities 
abroad; 

• To underscore that these protests are rooted in an Internet video, and not a broader failure of policy; 

• To show that we will be resolute in bringing people who hann Americans to justice, and standing 
steadfast through these protests; 

• To reinforce the President and Administration's strength and steadiness in dealing with dilTicult 
challenges. 

Top-lines : 

• Since we began to sec protests in response to this Internet video, the President has directed the 
Administration to lake a number of steps. His top priority has been the safety and security of all 
Americans serving abroad. 

• First, we have significantly increased security at our diplomatic posts around the globe, with additional 
resources from across the government. The safety and security of our personnel is paramount and under 
constant review. 

• Second, we have reached out to governments in the region to make sure they are cooperating closely 
with us, and meeting their obligations to protect diplomatic facilities as best they can. For instance, 
we've seen cooperation from Yemen and Egypt cooperate significantly af^er President Obama called 
those leaders. 

• Third, wc’vc made our views on this video crystal clear. The United States government had nothing to 
do with it. We reject its message and its contents. We find it disgusting and reprehensible. But there is 
absolutely no justification at all for responding to this movie with violence. And we are working to make 
sure that people around the globe hear that message. 

• Fourth, we've encouraged leaders around the globe to speak out against the violence, and you've seen 
very important statements in the Muslim world by people like Prime Minister Erdogan of Turkey, 
President Morsi of Egypt, and others who have condemned the violence and called for a peaceful 
response. 

• I think (hat people have come to trust that President Obama provides leadership (hat is steady and 
statesmanlike. There are always going to be challenges that emerge around (he world, and time and 
again he’s shown that we can meet them. 
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Q: Arc you concerned <bat our relationship with Egypt and other Muslim countries is quickly 
deteriorating? Is the Arab Spring now about hatred of America? Did President Obama lose the Arab 
World? 

i think we need to step back a bit. The Arab Spring was about people across the region rising up to demand their 
/asic rights. The protests we've seen these last few days were spariced by a disgusting and reprehensible video. 

The fact is, this is a time of extraordinary change in the Arab World. But we've been able to build cooperative 
relationships with these new governments. 

You saw that in Libya, where there's been hill cooperation with the United States and an outpouring of support 
for Chris Stevens and the work that he did. 

You saw that in Egypt, where President Obama was able to call President Morsi directly, which led to the 
Egyptians calling for calm and providing much more security at our Embassy. t 

So this part of the world has been faced with unrest many limes in recent decade. But we're going to keep 
moving forward, and we believe that strong U.S. leadership can lead to a region that is more stable and more 
responsive to the people. 

Q: Have you failed to articulate a policy for dealing with the Arab Spring? 

You have heard the President articulate a very consistent set of principles and support for universal rights as the 
Arab Spring has unfolded. We support (he process of nonviolent political and economic change and reform in 
the region. Of course, that process will look difTerenl in different countries. 

fhere are countries where that transition has occurred, like Egypt, Yemen and Tunisia, and we’re working to 
.clp them consolidate their democracies, deal with security needs, and stabilize (heir economics. 

In other places like Syria that are still in throes of revolution, we have opposed the brutality of the regime and 
are supporting the aspirations of the people. 

While this process unfolds, this President has left no doubt that he will continue to protect our other interests ~ 
destroying al Qaeda, bringing our men and women in uniform home from Afghanistan, and strengthening our 
leadership in the world. 

But the Arab Spring is going to take time to play out. This is an enormous change. And that is why we need to 
stay focused and firm on behalf of our principles, as the President has done. 


Q: What’s your response to the Indepcadcot story that says we have iatclligeoce 48 hours in advance of 
(he Benghazi attack (bat was ignored? Was this an intelligence failure? 

We are not aware of any actionable intelligence indicating that an attack on the U.S. Mission in Benghazi was 
planned or imminent. ITie currently available information suggests (hat the demonstrations in Benghazi were 
spontaneously inspired by the protests at the US Enlbassy in Cairo and evolved into a direct assault against the 
US Consulate and subsequently its annex. 

Can you explain to us again (he President’s commeat about why Egypt was not an ally? 
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Egypt is a critical partner of the United States. As you know, the President had an important conversation with 
President Morsi about the need to protect our embassy and personnel in Cairo, and the need to denounce the 
violence. 

President Morsi expressed his condolences for the tragic loss of American life in Libya and emphasized (hat 
Egypt would honor its obligation to ensure the safety of American personnel. The President is very appreciative 
for the statement President Morsi made and for the actions he’s taken to date to secure our Embassy. 

This was not an effort to change our relationship with Egypt in any way. We have had a long-standing 
partnership with Egypt, and have supported their transition to democracy. We arc now working to build our 
relationship with what is obviously a new govenunent. 

ILPr£55£<j: Pm not here to gel into a long exchange about diplomatic lemiinology. The President has made it 
clear that Egypt is a close partner of the United Slates, and that we have expectations that the Egyptian 
government will meet its obligations to protect our facilities. i 

Q: Romney's advisor said that these protests wouldn't have happened under President Romney? 

Well J’m not here to talk politics. Events abroad arc unpredictable* Foreign policy challenges emerge no matter 
who is President. And I think that people have come to expect steady, statesmanlike leadership from this 
President on national security, and his re^nse to these protests is no difFcrenl 

Israel / Iran 

IRAN 

Is there a split between (he United States and Israel on redlioes? What are the U^. rcdUncs with 
Iran? 

The President has been clear that he is determmed (o prevent Iran from acquiring a nuclear weapon and that all 
options are on the table in pursuit of that goal. We share the same objective as the Israelis, and there is no 
daylight between us on that matter of stopping Iran from obtaining a nuclear weapon. 

The question of when we would consider a resort to military action involves multiple variables and would be 
shaped by conditions on the ground. We will continue our unprecedented security consultation and 
cooperation with the Israelis as we move forward. 

i 

This President is not going to take military action unless il is absolutely necessary. But I think the Iranians know 
full well that he is committed to preventing them from obtalm'ng a nuclear weapon., _ 

Q: Did the President rebuff Prime Minuter Netanyahu's request for a red line? 

The President has always been clear about his red line. He is determined to prevent Iran from acquiring a 
nuclear weapon and (hat all options are on the (able in pursuit of that goal. We share the same objective as the 
Israelis, and (here is no daylight between us on that matter of stopping Iran from obtaining a nuclear weapon. 

Q: Why did the President refuse (o meet with Prime Minister Netanyahu at UNGA? 

’'resident Obama is in frequent contact with the Prime Minister, as you would expect given his commitment to 
srael's security and the range of challenges in the region. And when they need to speak to each other - they do 
so. We also talk regularly to our Israeli counterparts at all levels of government. 
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Just the other day, when reports of tension came up in the press, the President was able to pick up the phone and 
call the Prime Minister and speak to him for an hour. They agreed on their commitment to prevent Iran from 
obtaining a nuclear weapon. And they agreed to slay in close contact in the days to com 

ilwy did look at whether it would be possible to meet. But the fact is, they’re just not going to be in New York 
at the same time - the President will be there at the beginning of the week. Bibi will be there at the end of the 
week. So their schedules just don’t match up. 

If pressed: Did he seek a meeting In Washington? 

My understanding is there wasn't a request to meet in Washington. What I know is that they’re not in New 
York at the same time during DNGA. I don't have any other scheduling updates, but I am certain that they’ll 
remain in close contact 


From: Veqa, Dag 

Sent: Friday, September 14, 2012 7:11 PM 

To: Rhodes, Benjamin J.; VIetor, Tommy; Plouffe, David; Pfeiffer, Oan; Carney, Jay; Palmieri, Jennifer; Earnest. Joshua 
R.; Govashiri, Ferial; Ledbetter, Kowti J.; Seiak, Dawn; Dnindage, Daniel,'’ PeilonE^kate.gov; Alhassani, Mehdi K. 
Subject: PREP CALL with Susan; Satur^y at 4:00 pm ET 

We plan to hold a call on Saturday at 4:00 PM ET to help prepare Susan for her interviews on the Sunday shows. She will 
appear on all of them. 

Here are the num bers: 

■’hone Nu mber;| I 

asscode; ] | • 

Here are the promos. 

NBC MEET THE PRESS 

Obama's Foreign Policy Test 

The race between President Obama and Governor Romney has entered new territory as the deadly attack on a 
U.S. consulate and the continuing anti-American protests overseas have forced foreign policy back into the 
spotlight. How does the Obama administration plan to respond? Plus, is the U4. still a reliable ally to Israel 
against Iran? U.S. Ambassador to the United Nations Susan Rice will join us. , 

1 

ABC THIS WEEK 

After four Americans were killed Tuesday, including U.S. ambassador to Libya Christopher Stevens, in an assault 
on the U.S. consulate In Benghazi, questions remain about what sparked the violence a controversial anti* 
Islamic film, or a planned attack by Al Qaeda militants? As American embassies throughout the region remain 
under fire, did the U.S. do enough to prevent attacks in Libya, Egypt, and Yemen? How will the ongoing protests 
and violence across the region impact U.S. relations and standing in the Middle East? 

U.S. Ambassador to the United Nations Susan Rice speaks to ABC News senior White House correspondent Jake 
Tapper, Sunday on "This Week." 

CBS FACE THE NATION 

U.S.'Ambassador to the U.N. Susan Rice 

The latest on what’s happening abroad and what it means for the region and the International community with 
U.S. Ambassador to the United Nations Susan Rice. 
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FOX NEWS SUNDAY 

Anti-US protests are spreading across the Arab world days after a deadly attack on the consulate in Libya What 
should the US involvement be in the trouble region? Chris Wallace discusses the situat.on with Susan Rice the 
U.S. Ambassador to the U.N. 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

Attachments; 


Vietor, Tommy 
Friday, 

Shawn.Turner^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^HNuland, 

Benjamin J.; Reines, Philippe I; Meehan, 

RE: Rep. Jeff Duncan, R-N.C., said state department had warnings of the attack 48 hours 
imageOOl.png 


Several folks out on TV this AM stating this as fact. AP has an obligation to as the Congressman, not the administration, 
where his information is from. Obviously Shawn is on the record here saying something different. We will have Jay 
reiterate what you said, if asked Shawn. 


From: ShawnTumeiHHBI^H^IHI^I^HH^IB 

Sent: Friday, Septembei^4^01^0:37 AM 

To: Vietor, Tommy; nulan^i@^te^gQ^SullivanJJ@statejqoy; Rhodes, Benjamin J.; 

ReinesP@state.Qov : Meehan, Bernadette^1^H^|^IBni^llilHH~ 

Subject: FW: Rep. Jeff Duncan, R-N.C., said state department had warnings of the attack 48 hours 

FY! - Trying to find out where this is coming from. 


From: Dozier, Kimberly fmailto:KDozier@aD.orQl 
Sent: Friday, September 14, 2012 10:34 AM 
To: Shawn S Turner 

Subject: Rep. Jeff Duncan, R-N.C., said state department had warnings of the attack 48 hours 

Hey, there - At a hearing on fort hood, just now. Rep. Jeff Duncan, R-N.C., said state department had warnings of the 
attack 48 hours -apparently repeating the claim in the Independent, but he didn't source it to the independent -just 
said It as if it were fact. 

Can you clarify again? 

Also,, I understand you guys reached out to Matt Lee last night, telling him the Independent report was 
wrong. ..unfortunately, that didn't get to me until I wasted some time chasing it, so please loop me in too. 


Kimberly Dozier | Intelligence Writer 

AP, Suite 700 1 1100 13th St. NW | Wash, D.C. 20005 

o; +1 202 641 9590 www.kimberlvdozier.com 


The information contained in this communication is intended for the use 
of the designated recipients named above. If the reader of this 
communication is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified 
that you have received this communication in error, and that any review, 
dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is strictly 
prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please 
notify The Associated Press immediately by telephone at +1-212-621-1898 
and delete this email. Thank you. 

[IP_US_DISC] 
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Meehan, Bernadette; Hayden, Cait in; tBradser 
'SullivanJJ@state.gov'; 'AdamsDS@state.gov' ;| 

Cc: Media 

Subject: Re: Revised HPSCI Talking Points for Review 


Sorry to be late to this discussion. We need to resolve this in a way that respects all of the relevant equities, 
particularly the investigation. 


There is a ton of wrong information getting out into the public domain from Congress and people who are not 
particularly informed. Insofar as we have firmed up assessments that don't compromise intel or the 
investigation, we need to have the capability to correct the record, as there are significant policy and messaging 
ramifications that would flow from a hardened mis-impression. 
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We can take this up tomorrow morning at deputies. 


From: Victor, Tommy 
Sent: Friday. September 14. 2012 09:26 PM 


'nulandvi@state.qov' <nuland vi@state.QOv>: 'Shawn.Turnerl 

I Rhodes. Beniamin J.: Meehan, Be rnadette; H ayden, Caitlin; 

'tBradser^^^^^^H <tBradser| 


Sstate.gov' h I ili i|ii , 

'Sullivan3J@state.qov' <SullivanJJ@state.aov>; 'AdamsDS@state.qov' <AdamsDS@state.aov>:| 


Subject: RE: Revised HPSCI Talking Points for Review 


Given the DOJ equities and States desire to run some traps, safe to assume we can hold on this until 
tomorrow? 


-Oriaina^Wessage; 


From: 

Sent: Friday, September 14, 2012 09:19 PM Eastern Standard Time 
To: 'nulandvi@state. gov'; Vietor, Tommy; 'Shawn.Turnerl 

[Rhodes, Benjam in 

'tBra ^^^^^^^^^^@state.gov'; 'SullivanJJ@state.gov'; 'AdamsDS@state.gov'; 



Subject: Re: Revised HPSCI Talking Points for Review 


Just a question- but separate from the FBI concerns, has DOJ, provided input? They will have to deal with the the 
prosecution and related legal matters surrounding the federal investigation. 



Sent: Fri Sep 14 19:52:25 2012 

Subject: RE: Revised HPSCI Talking Points for Review 

On that very issue, Toria, we are waiting to hear back from the Bureau. Didi 


From: Nuland, Victoria 3 r mailto:nulandv1@state.qov 1 
Sent: Friday, September 14, 2012 7:39 PM 

To: Nuland, Victon^^S^ebut^res^ecre^ 

3.; 


; Rhodes, 

\ Sullivan, Jacob 3; 


STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE. 

REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER. 











1006 


STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE. 

REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER. 


Adams, David S 
Cc: Media 

Subject: RE: Revised HPSCI Taiking Points for Review 

i just had a convo with and i now understand that these are being prepared to give to 
Members of Congress to use with the media. 

On that basis, i have serious concerns about all the parts highlighted below, and arming 
members of Congress to start making assertions to the media that we ourselves are not making 
because we don't want to prejudice the investigation. 

in same vein, why do we want Hill to be fingering Ansar al Sharia, when we aren't doing that 
ourselves until we have investigation results... and the penultimate point could be abused by 
Members to beat the State Department for not paying attention to Agency warnings so why do 
we want to feed that either? Concerned... 


+Jake Sullivan, Dave Adams here 


This email is UNCLASSiFIED. 


From: Nuiand, Victoria J 
Sent: Friday, September 14, 2012 7:16 

To: NSC Deputy Press Secretary; cynthln^^^^fe Shawn.Turneril 
Beniamin Meehan, Bernadette; Hayden, Caitiin; tBradsel 


I Rhodes, 


Subject: RE: Revised HPSCI Taiking Points for Review 


Are these for open or closed hearing? If open, the line about "knowing" there were extremists 
among the demonstrators will come back to us at podium - how do we know, who were they, 
etc... So I'll need answers to those If we deploy that line, tx. 


This email is UNCLASSIFIED. 


From: Vietor, Tommy f mailto: l 
Sent^ndav^entember 14, 2012 6:^^M 

HaydemCgtlimtBja^enH^BBHNuland, victoria j;| 


Rhodes, Benjamin J.; Meehan, Bernadette; 


Subject: RE: Revised HPSCI Talking Points for Review 


FYI, Brennan will have edits. Im waiting for those. 
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From:| 

Sent: Friday, Septembei^4^0^^j^^M^ 

To: Shawn. Tom my; Rhodes, 
Hayden, Caitlin; tBradse^^^^^^M nulandviiastate.aov : f 


Subject: RE: Revised HPSCI Taiking Points for Review 


Benjamin J.; Meehan, Bernadette; 
istate.gov 


Looping in State. I think that's a good adjustment. 


From: Shawn S Turner 
Sen t: FridaV;_ September 14, 2012 6:41 PM 

; Vietor, Tommy; Rhodes, Benjamin J.; Meehan, Bernadette; Hayden, Caitlin; tBradserf 


Subject: RE: Revised HPSCI Talking Points for Review 


I've been very careful not to say we issued a warning. Any concerns with adjusting the first highlighted line to 
say: 


• On 10 September we notified Embassy Cairo of social media reports calling for a demonstration and 
encouraging jihadists to break into the Embassy. 


From; 

Sent: Friday, September 14, 2012 6:24 PM 

To: Vietor, Tommy; Rhodes, Benjamin J.; Meehan, Bernadette; Hayden, Caitlin; tBradser j 

Cc: Shawn S Turner 

Subject: RE: Revised HPSCI Talking Points for Review 

Thanks very much for your prompt response, Tommy. 


Will send over to STATE. 


From; Vietor, Tommy [maNtgJHHHHHHHHHHIi 
Sent: Friday, September 14, 2012 6:21 PM 

To: Rhodes, Benjamin J.; Meehan, Bernadette; Hayden, Caitlin; tBradser 

Cc: Shawn S Turner 

Subject: RE: Revised HPSCI Talking Points for Review 


I know you're trying to move these fast so here’s an initial round of edits. One small tweak in 
sentence 3 of bullet 1 for added clarity. Denis would also like to make sure the highlighted portions are 
full coordinated with the State Department in the event that they get inquries. 


HPSCI White Paper Talking Points for Use with the Media 
14 September 2012 


• The currently available information suggests that the demonstrations in Benghazi were spontaneously 
inspired by the protests at the US Embassy in Cairo and evolved into a direct assault against the US 
Consulate and subsequently its annex. This assessment may change as additional information is collected 
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and analyzed and currently available information continues to be evaluated. On 10 September we warned of 
social media reports calling for a demonstration in front of Embassy CAIRO and that jihadists were 
threatening to break into the Embassy, (this is ok as changed above...) 

• The crowd almost certainly was a mix of individuals from across many sectors of Libyan society. The 
investigation is on-going as to who is responsible for the violence. That being said, we do know that Islamic 
extremists participated in the violent demonstrations. 

• Initial press reporting linked the attack to Ansar al-Sharia. The group has since released a statement that its 
leadership did not order the attacks, but did not deny that some of its members were involved. Ansar al- 
Sharia's Facebook page aims to spread sharia in Libya and emphasizes the need for jihad to counter what it 
views as false interpretations of Islam, according to an open source study. 

• The wide availability of weapons and experienced fighters in Libya almost certainly contributed to the 
lethality of the attacks. 

• The Agency has produced numerous pieces on the threat of extremists linked to al-Qaeda in Benghazi and 
eastern Libya. These noted that, since April, there have been at least five other attacks against foreign 
interests in Benghazi by unidentified assailants, including the June attack against the British Ambassador's 
convoy. We cannot rule out that individuals had previously surveilled the US facilities, also contributing to 
the efficacy of the attacks. 

• The US Government is working with Libyan authorities and intelligence partners in an effort to help bring to 
justice those responsible for the deaths of US citizens. 


From: 

Sent: Friday, September 14, 2012 5:09 PM 

To: Vietoj^ommy^hodes, Benjarnit^LJtehan, Bernadette; Hayden, Caitlin; 

Cc; Shawn.Turner ^^^W 

Subject: Revised HPSCI Talking Points for Review 

Colleagues: 

Apologies for the delay. 

Please review this revised version: 

HPSCI White Paper Talking Points for Use with the Media 

14 September 2012 

• The currently available information suggests that the demonstrations in Benghazi were spontaneously 
inspired by the protests at the US Embassy in Cairo and evolved into a direct assault against the US 
Consulate and subsequently its annex. This assessment may change as additional information is collected 
and analyzed and currently available information continues to be evaluated. On 10 September we warned 
of social media reports calling for a demonstration in front of the Embassy and that jihadists were 
threatening to break into the Embassy. 

• The crowd almost certainly was a mix of individuals from across many sectors of Libyan society. The 
investigation is on-going as to who is responsible for the violence. That being said, we do know that Islamic 
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extremists participated in the violent demonstrations. 

• Initial press reporting linked the attack to Ansar al-Sharia. The group has since released a statement that its 
leadership did not order the attacks, but did not deny that some of its members were involved. Ansar al- 
Sharia's Facebook page aims to spread sharia in Libya and emphasizes the need for jihad to counter what it 
views as false interpretations of Islam, according to an open source study. 

• The wide availability of weapons and experienced fighters in Libya almost certainly contributed to the 
lethality of the attacks. 

• The Agency has produced numerous pieces on the threat of extremists linked to al-Qaeda in Benghazi and 
eastern Libya. These noted that, since April, there have been at least five other attacks against foreign 
interests in Benghazi by unidentified assailants, including the June attack against the British Ambassador's 
convoy. We cannot rule out that individuals had previously surveilled the US facilities, also contributing to 
the efficacy of the attacks. 

• The US Government is working with Libyan authorities and intelligence partners in an effort to help bring to 
justice those responsible for the deaths of US citizens. 


Thanks, 



Chief, Media Relations 
CIA Office of Public Affairs 
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Ms. Clarke . Good morning. This is a transcribed interview of 
Ms. conducted by the House Select Committee on 

Benghazi . 

This interview is being conducted voluntarily as part of the 
committee's investigation into the attacks on the U.S. diplomatic 
facilities in Benghazi, Libya, and related matters pursuant to House 
Resolution 567 of the 113th Congress and House Resolution 5 of the 114th 
Congress . 

Could you please state your name for the record? 

Ms. My name is 

Ms. Clarke. Thank you. And, again, the committee appreciates 
your appearance at this interview today. 



Ms. Clarke . My name is Sheria Clarke. I'm with the majority 
staff. And we'll just take a moment to go around the room and have 
everyone introduce themselves. 

Mr. Missakian. I ' m Craig Missakian . I 'm also with the majority 
staff. 

Mr. Desai . Ronak Desai with the minority staff. 

Ms. Sawyer. Heather Sawyer with the minority staff. 

Mr. Rebnord. Dan Rebnord with the minority staff. 

Mr. Kenny. Peter Kenny with the minority staff. 

Mr. Snyder. Eric Snyder, State Department. 

Ms. Deck. Laura Deck, State Department. 

Ms. Safai. Raeka Safai, AFSA. 
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Ms. Clarke . Okay. 

Before we begin, I just want to go over the ground rules and 
explain how the interview will proceed. 



Ms. Clarke. Generally, the way the questioning proceeds is that 
a member of the majority will ask questions for up to an hour, and then 
the minority will also have an opportunity to ask questions. 

Questions may only be asked by a member of the committee or 
designated staff members. We'll rotate back and forth, 1 hour per 
side, until we are out of questions, and that's when we will conclude 
the interview. 


Ms. 


Okay. 


Ms. Clarke. Unlike a testimony or deposition in Federal court, 
the committee format is not bound by the rules of evidence, and the 
witness or their counsel may raise objections for privilege, subject 
to review by the chairman of the committee. 

Ms. Okay. 

Ms. Clarke . If these objections cannot be resolved in the 
interview, the witness may be required to return for a deposition or 
a hearing. Members and staff of the committee, however, are not 
permitted to raise objections when the other side is asking questions. 

This session is going to begin in an unclassified setting. 


Ms. Okay. 

Ms. Clarke . We have arranged a classified setting for this 
afternoon should there be questions that the answers to those questions 
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call for a classified setting. 

Ms. I understand. 

Ms. Clarke . You're welcome to confer with counsel at any time 
throughout the interview. And if something needs to be clarified^ just 
let us know. We'll do our best to clarify the questions. 

Ms. Okay. 

Ms. Clarke . If you need to discuss anything with your counsel^ 
just let us know. We can go off the record and give you a moment to 
do so. 


Ms. 


\j_ Thank you. 


Ms. Clarke . We'd like to take a break whenever it's convenient 
for you. This can be after every round of questioning or whatever you 
prefer. If you need anything^ a glass of water, coffee, just let us 
know, and we'll take a break and allow you the opportunity to get that. 

Ms. Thank you. 

Ms. Clarke . We just want to make this as comfortable a process 
as possible. 

As you can see, an official reporter is taking down everything 
you say today to make a written record. So we ask that you give verbal 
responses to all questions, yes and no, as opposed to nods of the head. 
Uh-huh. 

Ms. Clarke. And I'm going to ask the reporter to jump in if you 
do respond nonverbally. 


Ms. 


Ms. 


Got it. 


Ms. Clarke . Also, I'd ask the reporter to remind us, if we begin 
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talking oven each other, not to do so so that we'll have a clean record. 

If you have a question, again, or if you don't understand any of 
our questions, let us know. Again, we're happy to clarify or repeat 
the questions. And we just want you to -- if you don't honestly know 
the answer to a question, we just ask that you give us your best memory, 
but we don't want you to guess. If there are things you do not know 
or can't remember, just say so, and please inform us who, to the best 
of your knowledge, may be able to provide the answer to our questions. 

Ms. I understand. 

Ms. Clarke. You are required to answer questions from Congress 
truthfully. Do you understand that? 

Ms. 

Ms. Clarke . This also applies to questions posed by 
congressional staff in an interview. Do you also understand that? 

Ms. Yes, 

Ms. Clarke . Witnesses that knowingly provide false testimony 
could be subject to criminal prosecution for perjury or for making false 
statements. Do you understand that? 

Ms. Yes, 

Ms. Clarke . Is there any reason you are unable to provide 
truthful answers to today's questions? 

Ms. 

Ms. Clarke . Thank you. 

That's the end of our introduction. Does the minority have 
anything they'd like to add? 
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Ms. Sawyer. We just thank you for being here. We appreciate 
your willingness to appear voluntarily. 

It is my understandingj are you currently posted in the United 
States? 

Ms. 

week . 

Ms . Sawyer. Okay. So you flew back in order to be able to appear 
before the committee? 

Ms. 

Ms. Sawyer. So we appreciate that very much. 

Ms. Of course. 

Ms. Sawyer. We also appreciate the work of the State Department 
to help make that happen. 

Ms. Thank you. 

Ms. Sawyer. Thank you for being here. 

Ms. Clarke . Thank you. 

The clock now reads 10:09^ so we'll go ahead and get started. 

EXAMINATION 

BY MS. CLARKE: 

Q If you could, Ms. could you just give us a brief 

overview of your career at the State Department? 

A Okay. Sure. I am a foreign service officer, ma'am. I 
joined the State Department as an FSO in 1999. I am a political officer 
by specialization, but, like all foreign service officers, I've done 
a variety of assignments both in Washington and overseas. 
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I began my caneen as a consular officer in Thailand; then we moved 
on to Kosovo. My early Washington assignments were as a country desk 
officer for Armenia and Georgia. Then I worked for an office that no 
longer exists called --it was in the Office of the Secretary for 
stabilization and reconstruction operations that's since become the 
SCO Bureauj Conflict and Stabilization Operations. I was then a 
special assistant to the Deputy Secretary when it was Bob Zoellick. 

I was fortunate to have the opportunity to be sent back for Arabic 
language training for 2 years and then served in Cairo and Baghdad^ 
then the State Department Operations Center as a senior watch officer. 
Following that assignment, I was the Deputy Director for Maghreb 
Affairs, 2011 to 2013, as you know. 

Then I went up to Boston as the diplomat in residence for New 
England, where I spent a year. It was, you know, an academic and 
recruiting assignment. 

And, since lune of 2014, I have been as the Deputy 

our . 

to be 

Q How long were you a senior watch officer in the Ops Center? 

A Thirteen months, ma ' am. That ' s the normal Ops assignment . 

Q Okay. Did your time overlap with 

A It did. Yes, ma'am. 

Q Was it concurrent time? Or how much time did you overlap? 

A If I recall correctly, we probably overlapped for about 







1019 


9 


9 months j 9 on 10 months. 

Q And when you began as the Deputy Director of the Maghreb 
Affairs, was that at the beginning of 2011, or was it -- 

A No, ma'am. It was in middle of August 2011. 

Q So your time in the Ops Center ended sometime in 

luly-August 2011? 

A Right. Right at the beginning of August, yeah. 

Q So I want to talk to you in a little bit of reverse chron 

order, so -- 

A Okay. 

Q -- I want to talk with you --we are going to start with 

what you were doing, what you heard, what you learned on the night of 
the attacks. So if you could just walk us through what you recall about 
the night of the attack. When did you first learn about it? How did 
you learn about it? What did you do in response to what you learned? 

A Okay. 

On September 11 of 2011, I was in my office that afternoon in 
NEA/MAG, and the first I recall of hearing about the attack was late 
afternoon around 4 p.m. I got a call from a friend and colleague who's 
the Deputy Director of the Executive Office of NEA. She called me and 
she's like, "Hey, I saw something in the press. Sounds like there is 
an attack on the mission in Benghazi. What are you hearing?" And I 
said, "Look, nothing yet. I'll get back to you." 

So I shouted out to the office. I sat kitty-corner from the 
Director of the office and the Libya desk officers. And, like, "Hey, 
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guySj have we heard anything from post? You knowj is hearing 

this in the press." 

We started checking all the news sources j and that's when the 
information from different press sources started coming in about what 
appeared to be an attack on the special mission in Benghazi. 

Q And did you receive any alerts from the Ops Center or any 
other alerts from within the State Department? 

A I recall receiving an alert from the Operations Center, but 
I don't recall exactly what time that came in, ma'am. So it was 
sometime late afternoon, early evening. 

Q And once you became aware of the attack, what did you do? 

A It was a very trying day. So we, as a team, kind of huddled 

and were like, okay, how do we want to approach this within NEA/MAG. 
And my director went up to work with Assistant Secretary lones in her 
office. They were reaching out to our DCM in Tripoli. 

The team in our office, not just the Libya desk officers but the 
desk officers for our other three countries in Maghreb Affairs, started 
looking at the press, started pulling information from Twitter, you 
know, Arabic language social media, et cetera. 

We were all fielding calls. People across the State Department 
and friends of ours who knew Ambassador Stevens started calling us. 
They're like, "What's going on, guys? Do you know anything?" 

In the early evening, I suggested that go upstairs, go back 

up to the Operations Center since she and I were both experienced with 
the practices of the Operations Center. One of the key 
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nesponsibilities of the Ops staff is to help conduct the Secretary's 
telephone diplomacy. 

Ms. Clarke . Thank you. We'll pause right there, lust for the 
recordj let it reflect that Mr. Westmoreland has joined us. 

Mr. Westmoreland . How are you? 

Ms. I'm wellj sir. Thank you. 

Mr. Westmoreland . Thanks for being here. 

Ms. Thank you^ sir. 

So went up to the Operations Center to help the team there 

prepare what we call a call sheet. We were aware that the Secretary 
of State would want to start calling Libyan officials as soon as 
possible^ reaching out to get clarification from them^ seek assistance, 
et cetera . And so she helped prepare the call sheet for the Secretary ' s 
phone call to Magariaf. 

And she was on the call. It's the practice of the Operations 
Center to be -- several colleagues on the floor listen to the 
Secretary's phone call. We don't participate, obviously, in her 
conversations, but just help with the notes and the notes for the 
record. 

BY MS. CLARKE: 

Q And did you also listen in on the call? 

A No, ma'am. It's not appropriate. You must be on the 

Operations Center floor -- 

Q Oh, understood. 

A -- to be part of that. 
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Q Okay. 

And was in the Ops Center for the remainder of the night? 

A I don't recall how long she was up there. I mean^ frankly^ 
a lot of what I was doing was fielding calls from -- and reaching out 
also. You've got to recall j this was a really j really tough week. The 
region was generally in turmoil during the Arab Spring. I was reaching 
out to my other three embassies in the region to find out if they were 
okayj if they were concerned about security developments. 

And one or two of those DCMs and ambassadors reached out to me 
proactively to be like^ hey^ you knowj good luck with what's happening. 
Let us know if we can help in any way from the region if the team needs 
helpj if there's going to be any evacuations j if we can provide any 
support, et cetera. 



So it was just that kind of -- so it's a little bit foggy. 


exactly -- but I was there until early hours of the morning. I think 
my office director and a couple of desk officers went home and showered 
and ate, so I stayed behind. And then we swapped out so everybody could 
freshen up and come back. 

Q So was there someone from the office there throughout the 
night? 

A Yes. Absolutely. Yeah. 

Q Once you were alerted to the attack, did you reach out to 
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anyone outside of the State Department? Did you talk to anyone with 
the White House on the NSS? 

A I don't recall. Our focus was internal, our team in Libya 
and my other posts in the region. I did have a number of emails from 
friends around the world, you know, friends, other diplomats from 
around the world, not Americans, people who were reaching out that were 
like, "Are you okay? We're just hearing this in the press." Or, "Do 
you happen to be in Libya right now?" They weren't sure what my role 
was. So yeah. 

Q After you received the initial alert or the initial 
information that there was an attack, did you receive subsequent 


updates from the Ops Center or from 
the ground? 


about what was happening on 


A Frankly, a lot of the updated information was coming in from 
the media. And then we started receiving information, as well, from 
our DCM in Tripoli, Mr. Hicks, as well as information was coming in 
on the classified system, not very much. But colleagues, different 
agencies were checking on different avenues to look for more 
information on the Ambassador's whereabouts. 

Q And did you have access to that? Is it classified 
information? 

A Ma'am, we -- yes. For -- I don't want to say most, but as 
the Deputy Director of NEA, I had two computers on my desk. I had access 
to unclassified email and classified email. And we were receiving, 
you know, updates or questions on both sides. 
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Q I think earlier you mentioned that the Directorj Mr. 
went upstairs to the Assistant Secretary's office -- 

A Yes. 

Q -- and that at some point during the night she began to have 
conversations with the DCM in Tripoli? 

A I believe so. Yes, ma'am. 

Q Did you receive any information about the substance of those 
conversations? Were they providing updates to the rest of the NEA 
staff about what they were learning from the people on the ground? 

A If I recall correctly, yes. You know, Mr. Hicks and our 
team were trying to figure out what was happening in Benghazi, trying 
to engage with Libyan officials, engage with contacts across Libya, 
and seek the assistance of the Libyan authorities. 

Q And, if you recall, at that time in the evening, what was 
your understanding of what was transpiring and what had transpired at 
the mission in Benghazi? 

A Ma'am, at that time in the evening, that evening was very 
unclear. I mean, there was conflicting information in the press and 
on social media. We were just trying to figure out exactly what was 
going on. I had no definitive understanding that evening. 

Q And did the reports that were coming in from Tripoli on the 
ground, was there anything relayed by those individuals about what they 
thought had occurred? 

A I don't recall that. I think I and my colleagues in the 
field were trying to figure out what was happening. I don't think 
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anybody ventured a specific guess. It was justj let's figure out 
what's happening. 

Q Did you personally talk to anyone that was in Libya that 
night? 

A I don't think I didj ma'am. 

In my role, I mean, we had thought about, okay, how do we divvy 
this up. You know. I'll field the calls from Washington and from our 
colleagues, and I ' 11 focus on email . went up to Ops . Other desk 

officers were looking at media. was up helping Assistant 

Secretary lones and reaching out to post. 

So I don't recall calling anyone in Libya. And they were pretty 
much flat out, so -- 

Q And when you say you fielded calls from others in 
Washington, was that from other agencies? Or who were you fielding 
calls from? 

A A lot of the calls were from friends of Ambassador Stevens 
and other colleagues who were in Libya at the time, as well as other 
friends in NEA or, you know, friends who had once been a foreign service 
officer. lust people calling to see how we were doing. "I just heard 
this in the press. How are you guys doing?" 

A lot of calls with the Executive Office in NEA that work on, you 
know, remembering, okay, we have this many folks here, you know, 
thinking about how do we do the best we can for this post. Do we need 
to think about an evacuation? Is there a security concern in Tripoli, 
as well? Do we need to worry about our colleagues there? Do we need 
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to evacuate? Once folks come out of Benghazi to Tnipolij how do we 
get them -- so a lot of the practicalj like^ what ane our next stepSj 
what are our checklists for our next steps. 

Q And so that was kind of your responsibility that evening^ 
to field those types of calls? 

A Yes. And just in general^ I mean^ we were all trying to 
support one another. And we had a wider concern j you knowj and 

1 , for what else was happening in the region with our other posts, but 
primarily for Libya that evening. 

Q Did you have any discussions within NEA about whether to 
and how to evacuate the individuals in Benghazi? 

A That was already underway. I mean, DCM Hicks and our 
regional security professionals in Tripoli had already made a game plan 
for how folks were going to come out and come back to Tripoli. 

And then we were looking at the, you know, core diplomatic staff 
we had in Tripoli, like, okay, who should we send out? Does everybody 
still need to remain here while we assess the circumstance? Do we need 
an order of departure to get them out? So those were some of the 
conversations we were having. 

But, again, I'm on the policy side. I was not directly involved 
with decisions about planes or -- I was there to help the resources 
people think about, okay, if we had, like -- I don't recall exactly 
how many, ma'am, but if we have -- okay, the DCM is going to need this 
person. He's got really good Arabic; he can engage with the press and 
do the reporting support. These other people are not emergency staff 
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fon this -- you knowj kind of helping that discussion. 

Q So I just want to understand, were you a part of the 
discussions to determine who were going to be evacuated and at what 
point? Or were you just relayed that information and then you would 
relay it on? 

A No. I was explaining, kind of, the different roles of the 
staff there to the Executive Office folks, the guys who were doing 
resources and planning. And I was not --it was the DCM and the NEA 
leadership who ultimately made the call, like, who do we evacuate at 
this time, who do we get to Germany, and who stays to support the 
DCM -- who, unfortunately, became charge the next day. 

Q And when you say the NEA leadership, is that at -- 

A The Assistant Secretary. 

Q Okay. 

A Yeah. Yeah. 

Q Thank you. 

During that night, did you participate in any conference calls, 
interagency conference calls? 

A I don't remember participating in those. I'm sorry. 

Q Okay. Do you remember participating in any SVTC calls? 

A I don't remember that that evening, ma'am. 

Q There was a SVTC around 7 p.m. on the evening of September 

11, and do you recall hearing about the SVTC or being updated about 

what was discussed during that SVTC? 

A No, I don't. I don't. No, I don't. 
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Q Okay. 

I want to show you an exhibit. We'll mark this as exhibit 1. 

Exhibit No. 1 


Was marked for identification.] 


BY MS. CLARKE: 


Q And just take your time to read it. 

A Okay. Do you have copies for -- 

Q Yes. 

A Thank youj ma'am. 

Q For the recordj this is exhibit 1. It has a document number 
SCB 000029j and it's an email chain on September 11 , 2012. And it 
begins with an email from Ben Fishman to you and and 

about a statement from the GNC. 

And, for the record, who is Ben Fishman? 

A Ben was our Libya director at the National Security Council 
at the time. 

Q And we've seen other emails on this evening where you're 
corresponding back and forth with Ben Fishman about various aspects 
of the attack. Does this refresh your memory about some of the people 
that you may have corresponded with on that night? 

A Yes, it does. It looks like Ben and I had several exchanges 
that evening. 

Q And can you explain to us, kind of, your relationship, 
working relationship, with Mr. Fishman and what would have prompted 
his reaching out to you and your reaching out to him on that evening? 
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A Wellj in genenalj you know, as the Deputy Director of 
NEA/MAG, my role was to kind of mentor our country desk officers for 
the four countries, you know, as having some Washington experience, 
having been a desk officer myself, and helping make sure they were 
supporting our posts properly in the field, writing the right paper 
to support our Assistant Secretary and the State Department principals, 
and occasionally you know, weighing in on particular substantive areas 
in support of the Director if he needed my help in a particular area. 

So Ben, as the director for Libya, was responsible for 
coordinating all of the USG agencies working on that country on those 
issues, so calling meetings, et cetera. He would occasionally reach 
out to the desk informally or to me informally and say, "Hey, how are 
things? I saw that cable from post. That was interesting. Do you 
guys have further" -- so, you know, it was very informal. 

In this case, I don't recall reaching out to him. It looks like 
he wanted to make sure we were aware of information he got from this 
contact . 

Q Okay. 

About halfway down on the first page, he emails you and asks if 
there has been any thought to reach out to Turkey about what they may 
have present in Benghazi. 

A Sure. 

Q And then your response was, "I'll check in with Ops." 

Do you recall checking in with Ops about Turkey or any other 
countries that were in Benghazi and what their presence was like and 
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whether on not they could provide any information or provide 
assistance? 

A I don't remember in depth. What I remember is, internally, 
in our team, in NEA/MAG, and then Ops asking what other countries have 
diplomatic missions there, who else might know what's happening on the 
ground. So it was just a very brief -- and I didn't pursue it further 
after that. 

Q Did you have any other discussions with anyone, with 
or Assistant Secretary lones, about the other diplomatic 
presence in Benghazi? 

A I imagine -- and I don't recall exactly -- but I imagine 
I probably forwarded this chain to as well, and to consider -- I 

had not visited Benghazi myself, but we were aware that the Turkish 
Government had several consulates, several commercial facilities in 
Libya . 

Q And I will note for the record, at the very top you do 
actually to and 

Outside of this email, do you recall any other interaction with 
Mr. about the presence of other countries in Benghazi and the 

resources or information that they may have had about what was 
happening? 

A I don't recall that, ma'am. 

Q At the very top, you write, "Ops tells us leff is already 
on the phone with Beth." I assume this is referring to the Assistant 
Secretary, Beth Tones? 
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A YeSj that would have been Beth lones. 

Q And who is left? 

A If I recall correctlyj it would be leff Feltman, who had 
been our Assistant Secretary recently and who had moved on to the U.N. 
I'm pretty sure that's what I was referring to. 

Q And it indicates that she had gleaned some information from 
himj and it also indicates that Qatar might be a good avenue. 

Do you recall any further discussion with or with Assistant 

Secretary lones about the information that Mr. Feltman provided? 

A I do not. I do not. 

Q If you look back on the first page^ at the very, very top, 
it's an email from Ben Fishman to you. And on the first page, it says, 
"I don't know why Pat Kennedy is so concerned about what extra security 
folks are wearing. Does that come from Greg?" 

And then your response is, "I bet Kennedy is worried about further 
repercussions and attacks if U.S. military is too obvious." 

What did you base your response to Ben Fishman on? 

A I based my response on the recent historical context. So, 
in Libya, as with many other countries, we're very sensitive to 
host-nation concerns about whether U.S. military are in uniform or not. 
And Libya, if I recall correctly, they were -- the folks who were there 
were not in uniform. They wore civilian dress suits to sort of blend 
in . 

And I think that's what I was referring to, you know, people were 


blending in more. 
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Q So it was based off of recent events, and it wasn't 
necessarily a conversation that you had had with Secretary Kennedy -- 

A No, no, no. 

Q -- or any discussion that you may have? 

A No. Certainly not. My role was not to have special 
conversations with the Under Secretary about that, yeah. 

Q So it wasn't a remark that he made during a meeting or 
anything that you were privy to. 

A No, ma'am. Well, if there was, I wasn't privy to it. I 
was referring to the historical context of what our military -- you 
know, how people looked in the field at that time. 

Q And, within NEA, did the individuals within NEA share Under 
Secretary Kennedy's concern about whether or not these individuals that 
evening were dressed in military attire versus civilian attire? 

A I wouldn't necessarily know. 

Q Did you share the same concern? 

A I'll be honest with you, ma'am; that wasn't my focus that 
evening. My focus was are our people okay, what exactly is happening, 
you know. So I don't recall having that conversation with anyone. 

Q Okay. 

During the evening, were you aware or were you updated on any 
deployment of any military assets to assist in Benghazi? 

A I'm not comfortable discussing that here. Is it possible 
to discuss that in a different setting? 


Q Yes . 
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A Okay. 

Q Can you share with us here how you became aware of that 
information? 

A If I recall correctly, I received an email on my classified 
email beginning to discuss that issue -- not in great depth, again, 
as I was the policy person, I was not the military advisor. So, yeah. 

Q And did you participate in any phone calls discussing that 
issue? 

A I don 't recall being on a phone call. I apologize. I don't 
recall that. No. 

Q Later in that evening, there was a subsequent attack on the 
CIA Annex in Benghazi. And were you made aware of that incident, as 
well? 

A Yes, I was, ma'am. I believe I and my team first heard of 
it through the media because it was very public very quickly. Yeah. 

Q And what did you do in response to that information? 

A I don't recall exactly what I did in response to that 
information. People knew about it very quickly throughout our 
building because every press outlet -- it was widely covered. 

Q Did that change any of your responsibilities for the 
evening? I think before you said you were fielding calls and email 
requests about, kind of, the people who were there and who might need 
to stay and who might need to be evacuated. Once you learned about 
the attack on the Annex after all of the State people had been moved 
to the Annex, did that change any of your responsibilities for the 
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evening? 

A I think the immediate goal was to figure out what the heck 
is going on and who's still around to help. That was sort of the 
immediate goal. Once we saw that news j I saw that news, I'm like, okay, 
let's keep focused on what we've been doing and see what else 
transpires . 

Q And so did you reach out to any additional people for more 
information, anybody within the interagency? Did you brief Assistant 
Secretary Tones about any more information you gleaned? I am just 
trying to understand, once you received this information, what were 
you doing following that? 

A We continued, ma'am, what we continued to do, was track 
different local media sources and international media sources to try 
to figure out what we could piece together about what happened. 

I did not personally need to reach out to other agencies for 
information because, if I recall correctly, that started feeding in 
to the Assistant Secretary and to NEA, like, "Here is what we ' re hearing 
from different sorts of people in the field." 

Q Were you privy to that information? 

A I don't recall exactly what -- I don't remember what I was 
privy to. I mean, I -- I apologize. 

Q Throughout the evening, what -- what I'm trying to 
understand is kind of how the evening progressed in NEA. So, 
throughout the evening, did you all have subsequent meetings where you 
gathered and said, "This is what we're learning"? How were people 
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updated in NEA throughout the evening about what was happening on the 
groundj what were the decisions being made about the people on the 
groundj et cetera? 

A If I recall correctly^ what we were doing was the folks 
in -- you knowj our desk officers and others who were tracking the media 
were feeding that informationj help the Ops Center pull together alerts 
on what was being heard and what was being learned through the media. 

And that information was coming in. The DCMj the defense 
attachej and others in Tripoli were sending back information to 
Assistant Secretary lones, so we were receiving information on what 
the Libyans were doing and on what they were seeing on the ground in 
Tripoli. 

I mean, any bit of information we were receiving was, you know, 
forwarding that back up to, kind of, the NEA command center, to 
Assistant Secretary Tones and to^^|. NEA/EX, our Executive Office, 
was doing, kind of, the logistics to help people as they needed to be 
moved . 

Q Are you familiar with the FEST? 

A Can you remind me? Is that an acronym for a military team? 

Q I think it's a State Department asset, the Foreign Emergency 

Support Team? 

A Okay. So it's a Diplomatic Security team? 

Q I believe it has -- 

[Discussion off the record.] 

Okay. Yeah, I 'm not completely familiar with it. 
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BY MS. CLARKE: 

Q Okay. Do you recall if you were involved in any discussions 
that evening regarding deploying the FEST in response to the attack? 

A I recall --it was probably with Executive Office 
colleagues -- the discussion ofj we'll post requests for additional 
Diplomatic Security or other resources for Tripoli once people have 
left Benghazi that are in Tripoli and then for the remaining presence 
in Tripoli. But I don't recall exactly how those conversations went. 

Again j I'm not a DS professional j so our Executive Office folks 
would have consulted directly with -- like^ we ' re expecting to get this 
information, if we get this request from post or people in Washington 
are thinking this is a good idea. So I would not have been privy to 
all of those discussions. 

Q Do you know who Mark Thompson is? 

A If I recall correctly, he was a colleague in the 

Counterterrorism Bureau. 

Q Do you recall having a discussion with him that evening 

about whether or not the FEST should be deployed? 

A I don't recall a specific conversation. I believe that I 
exchanged several emails with him or with others in the CT Bureau that 
evening about the situation in Benghazi. 

Q In the days following the attack, what was your awareness 
of or any role that you played in helping to put together what has come 
to be known as the "talking points" -- the talking points that were 
issued by the CIA and that were subsequently used by Ambassador Susan 
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Rice on the Sunday morning talk shows? Did you have any input into 
that process? 

A No. No role. 

Q During that timeframej did you draft any other type of 
talking points for the Director or for the Assistant Secretary 
regarding NEA's view about what happened that night? 

A No. 

SOj ma'amj as the Deputy Director, normally our press office 
colleagues in the regional bureau took a lead on directing press points . 
Our role in NEA/MAG, my role and my desk officers' role, would have 
been making sure they had accurate information, the latest information 
we have, to make sure the talking points are as complete as they could 
be, keeping in mind -- or flagging sensitivities like, hey, we don't 
want to put that out to the press yet because it's sensitive, you know. 

So that would have been our role . It's unlikely that I would have 
been drafting talking points directly. 

Q Okay. 

A Yeah. 

Q All right. 

BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 

Q I think you just said, you described generally what your 
role would be in giving information and guidance to the NEA press shop. 
Do you recall specifically what occurred in this instance with regard 
to any press points they may have drafted about the Benghazi attacks? 

A No, I don't remember exactly. Really, press guidance and 
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talking points ane^ at that time and in general, a very small pant of 
what we were responsible for. I know we were barraged, our press office 
was barraged with questions from the media. So I recall we were 
constantly passing them updates, and they were sending us language to 
clear, to look at, like, do you think this is accurate. But I don't 
recall drafting anything myself. 

Q What updates did you send them? 

A Any information we were receiving from post that was -- you 
know, just making sure that our colleagues in NEA who were responsible 
for every aspect of this were -- you know, we were all on the same page 
about what we were hearing from post, from Libyan contacts. 

Q Take us through that, just the process of getting 
information from post and then passing it on to your press people. How 
did that work on September 11? 

A On the day of? 

Q Yeah. 

A On the day of, our press colleagues were -- if I recall 
correctly, they were cc'd on, they were copied on -- either they were 
copied on or I or one of our desk officers would have forwarded --if 
I recall correctly, would have forwarded them updates from post, 
including from the public affairs officer in Tripoli at the time, who 
was, himself, beginning to receive questions from press outlets, local 
and Western. 

Q Again, you used the term "would have." 

A Yeah. 
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Q I'm asking what you specifically recall. 

A I don't recall specifically^ sir. I'm sorry. It was a 
very traumatic day. 

Q I understand that. 

So, for examplOj do you recall information being passed by 
somebody on the phone in Tripoli to somebody on the phone in the State 
Department and having that information put into an email and then sent 
to the press people in NEA? Do you recall that happening? 

A I do not recall exactly how we engaged the press shop that 
night . 

Q Okay. So, as you sit here today, you have no general or 
specific recollection of how information that was received from field 
was conveyed to the press shop in NEA. Is that fair? 

A It is fair, sir. 

Q Okay. Thank you. 

Ms. Clarke. On September 16, Ambassador Susan Rice appeared on 
the Sunday morning talk shows. Did you watch those talk shows when 
they first aired? 

Ms. I remember we were working all weekend. And so 

all I recall is scrolling through, you know, kind of, the channels that 
morning. I noticed that she was on, and then I turned off the TV and 
tried to get some rest before I went back to office. So I didn't watch 
the shows. 

Mr. Westmoreland . Excuse me. I've got to go vote. 


Ms. 


Thank you, sir. 





1040 


30 


BY MS. CLARKE: 

Q And, following the shows, did you receive and read the 
transcripts of the shows? 

A I remember seeing not full transcripts but, kind of, just 
snippets the next day. They were excerpted by either our press office 
or some State Department, like, here's what the principals said on the 
Sunday morning talk shows. 

Q Do you recall having any discussions with NEA about the 
substance of what was said on the talk shows and whether there was an 
agreement or disagreement with what was conveyed? 

A Yes, ma'am. I recall that I was a little bit surprised. 
The description of what was said -- and, again, I didn't watch the 
program myself -- it just sounded more definitive of what potentially 
had happened. But, again, I didn 't watch the show myself , and I didn't 
read the full transcript. I was too busy that day to do that. 

Q When you say you ' re a bit surprised, what were you surprised 
regarding? 

A I was surprised in the way that they were described in the 
press clips, that there was an indication that there was some connection 
to the anti-Muslim video of concern that had been circulating online, 
that there was some connection to that. In the press clips that I read, 
I remember seeing, like -- okay. 

Q And I think, before, you just said that that was a pretty 
definitive statement. 

A In the way that I saw it excerpted in the press clips, it 
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seemed like the connection had been made to the video more definitively. 

Q Were you concerned about there being a definitive 
connection to the video? 

A Ma'amj at the time, what I was most concerned about was that 
we didn't know exactly what had happened and that there was an ongoing 
investigation. We knew the FBI was about to have an investigation. 
So I think our job as, you know, kind of officers in NEA and my job, 
specifically, is to be like, okay, let's not speculate, let's let the 
professionals do their jobs, the intel and the law enforcement folks. 
So we were very, you know, mindful of that. 

Q Did you feel that, based on what you had seen in the clips, 
the press clips, and the description that had been given to you about 
what was said, that that was a bit of speculation that Ambassador Rice 
had stated on the talk shows? 


A Ma'am, I can't speak for other people. I can just speak 

for what -- you know, I was a little bit surprised. And, at the time, 
I remember thinking, "Oh, maybe there ' s other information I ' m not privy 
to." But that was just my reaction at the time. 

Q Right. And my question was, did you think there was 
speculation? 

A At the time, I thought there was some speculation going on. 

Q Thank you. 


I'm going to mark this as exhibit 2. 


Exhibit No. 2 


Was marked for identification.] 
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Ms. Clarke . And just take your time to read through it. 

And just for the record, this is document number C05580617. 

And for the witness, I believe it ' s an email chain of some language 
that was forwarded. I don't think that you are on the email chain until 
the second page, near the top, when it's forwarded to you. 

Ms. Okay. I got it. Okay. 

Ms. Sawyer. Dust a moment. Dust to double-check, I mean, the 
first email is NEA Libya desk. Would you have received that? 

Ms. No, I would not have received NEA/Libya desk. 

That was just the desk officers. 

Ms. Sawyer. Okay. Thanks. 

Ms . If I remember correctly, yeah, I don ' t think I know 

about this. We all got way too many emails. 

BY MS. CLARKE: 


Q All right. So just to take you back to the second page, 
it's an email response that you -- you respond to this chain. You 
address it And you said, -- per my call. Not 
sure we want to be so definitive. What does Assistant Secretary Dones 
say?" 

And do you recall, when you say, "per my call," do you recall what 
your discussion with was that evening? 

A I don't remember exactly what we said on the call, but I 
suspect, just based on, you know, this chain and what would have been 
in my mind at the time, just trying to figure out, you know, are we 
ready to be this definitive, you know, should we walk it back a bit. 
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make it more -- because we didn't have the investigation yet. We didn't 
know exactly what had happened. 

Q And for the purpose of the record^ who is or 

A ma'am^ I think he was the Deputy Director 

of the NEA press shop at the time. He worked for 

Q You also ask him what the Assistant Secretary had to say 
about such a definitive statement. Do you recall whether you received 
a response or whether you were made aware of her view of a statement 
as definitive as the one that had been made? 

A I don't remember, ma'am. I don't remember. 

I'm going to be frank. There was so much going on; press 
guidance, talking points was the least of our worries on the regional 
desk. We had awesome press colleagues. We trusted them to kind of 
get the guidance they needed. We helped with information and let them 
run with it. 

Q So, previously, when we were having our discussion, you said 
that, based on the press clips you received, that you were concerned 
about there being such a definitive statement, and then you also used 
the same word in this email. Could you explain to us what you were 
referring to when you said, "Not sure we want to be so definitive?" 
What part of the press guidance that was forwarded to you were you 
concerned about? 

A I don't remember exactly at the time. But, in looking at 
it now, I mean, it ' s good that we say that information is being collected 
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and analyzed. The first point would have been the point of concern j 
"The currently available information suggests the demonstrations were 
inspired by the protests at the U.S. Embassy in Cairo." The 
investigation was just beginning at the time. I don't think we knew 
enough to say that at the time. 

Q At the timej did you have any information to indicate that 
this statement may not have been true? In other wordSj at the time, 

did you have any indication that there was something other than what 

had occurred in Cairo that may have -- 

A At the time, we weren't sure what was true. We didn't know 
exactly what had happened. And, again, I'm a cautious person. I'm 
like, let's let the FBI, let's let the Intel guys do their 
investigation. That wasn't my role. 

Mr. Missakian . I just want to ask a followup question. 

This is now September 17, 2012. 

Ms. That's right. 

Mr. Missakian . Did you have any information by that date to 
suggest there was a protest in Benghazi prior to the attack? 



BY MS. CLARKE: 


Q Do you recall around this time there being a disagreement 
amongst agencies, the interagency, about whether or not the attack was 
preplanned or spontaneous? 

A I don't recall an argument. I recall discussions about 
what happened and people feeding in information, not speculating in 
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press but speculating amongst us about what could have happened. But 
I don't recall an argument about this. I recall a normal kind of debate 
about it. 

Q When you say "amongst us/' do you mean amongst the 
individuals within the NEA Bureau? 

A Within NEA and with colleagues at -- you knowj kind ofj the 
normal interagency colleagues we'd work with -- the DODj et cetera. 

Q And was this discussion via email? Was this discussion 
during a meeting? How was this discussion conducted? 

A There was a lot of email . Of course, you knowj we love email 
in this profession. 

I don't recall. We must have had -- I don't recall what meetings 
we were having, but we must have been having meetings at that time to 
kind of hash out, like, here's the information we have. You know, we 
would have been keeping updated on the intel that was coming in, reading 
the stuff from our colleagues across the river. 

BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 

Q I just want to make sure I understand your answer. 

Regardless of whether it rose to the level of a fight, do you 
recall a disagreement within the intelligence community about whether 
or not the attack in Benghazi was preplanned or spontaneous? 

A No. No, not the intelligence community. What I 
recall -- and if I may provide a bit of other context, sir. 

In the region, the day of Benghazi and throughout the region, 
there were protests in other places. There were demonstrations. 
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There was violence. There was an attack on several of our missions 
around the world, in Yemen, in Cairo, et cetera. So there was a lot 
of speculation in the press and a lot of speculation about what various 
extremists groups in all these countries were doing. 

So I think -- I don't recall -- if there was an argument in the 
intel community, I, as Deputy Director of MAG, would not have been privy 
to it. But what I was seeing was, you know, in, kind of, the intel 
book that I had access to and, kind of, the various emails, information 
about what potentially could have happened. I don't recall seeing an 
argument . 

Q Again, don't get hung up on the word "argument" or "fight." 

A Sure. 

Q I'm just talking about, did you see a disagreement in the 
opinion within the intelligence community over whether or not the 
attack was spontaneous or preplanned. I believe you said you were not 
aware of any disagreement within the intelligence community. 

A No, I was not aware. I was not aware. 

Q So how about within the State Department? Were you aware 
of any disagreement between individuals or factions of individuals as 
to whether or not the attack in Benghazi was spontaneous or preplanned? 

A No. I don't remember a disagreement. 

What I remember was we were all sifting through a lot of 
information from our posts, you know, different Libyan contacts 
offering their speculation and theories about what had happened to our 
defense attache, to our political officer, to Greg, et cetera, and 
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different folks speculating in the media and elsewhere about what had 
happened . 

I think it was that barrage of informationj with an inability to 
go back and see exactly^ you know, what had happened that night in 
Benghazi . 

Q So you got this barrage of information that you and others 
within the State Department are receiving and sifting through, as you 
say. 

A Yeah. 

Q Do you recall people coming to different conclusions about 
whether or not the attack was spontaneous or preplanned among the people 
in the group that you were communicating with? 

A I can 't speak for the wider group. I think my position was, 
okay, we've got a lot of information coming in. We were doing our best 
at the time to try to get the FBI out to Libya and try to get the 
professionals who were going to do the investigation to do the 
investigation. That was our focus at the time, not making a decision 
ourselves . 

Q That's fair. I'm not asking you to speak for others. But 
to the extent you were involved in the discussion -- 

A Yeah. 

Q -- about what the information you received meant, do you 
recall a difference of opinion among the people that you were discussing 
it with about whether the attack was spontaneous or preplanned? 

A I don't recall disagreements. 
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Q Okay. So what was the opinion? 

A My opinion, sin, on -- 

Q No, no, the opinion of the people that you wene talking about 
it with. If thene was no disagneement, what was the opinion? 

A I mean, again, my opinion at the time was -- I did not have 
infonmation that indicated thene was a demonstnation at the special 
office, so my opinion was some tennonist gnoup has tangeted us. That 
was my opinion at the time. 

Q Okay. Did anybody else expness an opinion? Again, I know 
you can't speak fon somebody. I'm not asking you to nead thein mind. 
But to the extent you panticipated in discussions -- 

A No. 

Q -- whene they expnessed an opinion about the infonmation 
they had neceived, do you necall any of those? 

A I don't necall that. 

Q Okay. 

A I don't necall that. 

Q Thank you. 

A Thank you. 

BY MS. CLARKE: 

Q Okay. Switching to a diffenent topic, a somewhat nelated 
topic, did you play any nole in assisting the FBI in thein 
investigation, whethen that's helping them get into Libya on helping 
them get visas on any type of cleanance that they may need to get into 
Libya? 
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A SOj ma'amj I did not help them with the investigation 
proper. What I did waSj early on^ the Libya desk and I both helped 
them figure outj okay, you need visas; what else do you need from the 
Libyan Government to get in, and how do you coordinate with Embassy 
Tripoli once you were there. So we helped facilitate -- connected them 
with the DCM. and the desk helped with, you know, figuring out 

how to apply and get their visas from the Libyan embassy. 

So it was really the logistics of getting them in. I did not 
participate in their investigation. 

Q And were there any issues with them getting their visas from 
the Libyan Government? 

A As I recall, we wanted to get them there as soon as possible, 
and I think -- I don't recall exactly. might have asked the 

Libyan embassy to open on the Sunday. That was the 16th, I think. But 
I don't recall exactly. I remember there was just the logistics of 
it. The timing was tough to make it work with the Libyan embassy in 
Washington. So trying to push, you know, to make the logistics work 
as quickly as possible. 

Q And was there any delay in the FBI arriving into Libya? 

A I don't recall exactly. 

Q Was there any delay in them obtaining their visas to travel 
to Libya? 

A I don 't recall exactly . I think that we pushed pretty hard. 
I believe, if I recall correctly -- again, this was a very busy 
time -- there was a discussion -- I think the FBI had to figure out 
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who they wanted to send, and that took them a few days, as well. So 
it was, you know, which experts from where, which field offices. So 
that took a couple days to sort out, for them to get back to us. 

Q After you assisted and some of the other individuals in your 
office assisted in them obtaining their visas and other logistics of 
actually getting to Libya, did you provide any other assistance to the 
FBI team that went to Libya? 

A No. No. That would not have been my role. 

Q Would that have been anyone in NEA's role? 

A I don't recall that. I don't recall that. 

Q I'm going to mark exhibit 3. 


Exhibit No. 3 


Was marked for identification.] 


BY MS. CLARKE: 


Q For the record, this is document number C05580192. And 
it's a chain of emails that begins on September 14 from Greg Hicks to 
the witness and other individuals. And he's discussing several 
matters, including the FBI's trip to Benghazi -- or trip to Libya. 

A Right. 

Q What I wanted to focus on was the top half of the first page. 
Well, first, he makes note in his information that he relays to you 
that when individuals visited the compound from the Libyan Government, 
they indicated a safe had been removed. 

And then -- you're still on the chain -- follows up and asks 

if he knows of what classified information or any sensitive information 
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had been taken from Benghazi. His response was that an individual was 
heading to Washington today or tomorrow and that he believed that person 
was most likely to know what was contained in the safe. 

My question iSj first, do you know who the person was that he is 
referring to? 

A No, I don't know. 

Q Do you recall whether may have known about 

the contents of the safe? 

A No. 

Q Do you recall whether or not there was any information 
obtained subsequent to this email about the contents of the safe? 

A I don't recall that, ma'am. 

Q Would that have been something - - indicates that there 

is great interest here on what computers and classified or sensitive 
information might have been taken from Benghazi. 

A Yes . 

Q Was that something you all would have followed up on? 

A I believe that's something the Diplomatic Security would 

have followed up on with the agents. 
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BY MS. CLARKE: 

Q Okay. And why is relaying that information to Greg 

Hicks versus Diplomatic Security? 

A Because -- again, I can't put words in her mouth, but this 
was --we were all very concerned about, obviously, the people had been 
lost but also what was left behind. So, since we had received this 
email from Greg, she relayed that. That is the only reason why I can 
imagine she relayed that information with "we're concerned, do you 
know. " 

Q And so when she says "we're concerned," is she referring 
to NEA or is she referring to Diplomatic Security? 

A I don't know. 

Q In the normal procedure of responding to information like 

this, would she have been responding on behalf of Diplomatic Security? 

A No. No. She would not have been responding on behalf of 

them. 

Q So, typically, she would have been expressing concerns that 
were held within NEA? 

A If I may be frank, this would have been all of our concerns. 
You know what I mean? You want to make sure you know what was left 
behind. So it was the State Department's concern what was left behind, 
but it would have been DS's responsibility to follow up. 
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Q And once DS had followed up^ would they have provided that 
information to anyone within NEA about what information was contained 
in the safe? 

A Ordinarily, I think that they might have in the course of 
duties if they required our help in identifying, like, what were these 
documents, were they personal records, whatever the case may be. I 
just don't recall learning what was in the safe. 

Q Thank you. 

Ms. Clarke. I see that I am close to the end of my hour. I think 
now is a good time to take a break. So we can go off the record. 

[Recess. ] 
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Mn. Kenny. The time is 11:23. 

And, Ms . again, thank you for appearing here today, just 
on behalf of the select committee minority staff, the ranking member 
and our Democratic members. Thank you for your appearance for coming 
voluntarily to speak with us today. We appreciate your willingness 
to appear, both voluntarily and, again, want to thank you for your 
continuing service to the country. 

Ms. Thank you. 

Mr. Kenny. This may have been mentioned at the outset of the last 
hour, as well, but we do understand that appearing before Congress is 
a daunting process. So we just want you to be sure that we want to 
work with you to make this as simple and as straightforward as possible. 


Ms. 


1^ Thank you. 

EXAMINATION 


BY MR. KENNY: 

Q So, while the discussion is still fresh, I would like to 
return to exhibit 2. 

You were asked a series of questions in the last round about your 
specific response to this threat, which was an email that you wrote 
at 1:59. It appears at the bottom of the first page and continues on 
the top of the second page. And I thought you'd very helpfully 
explained for us what your understanding was at the time of what you 
wrote . 

A Right. 

Q But one of the things I was hoping to return to and 
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clarify -- because there was both a discussion about what appears to 
be press guidance included in this emails as well as Ambassador Rice's 
statements and some other talking points that may have been generated 
over the course of that week. 

And I would just like to ask if we can connect up your comments 
here, where you say, "Not sure we want to be so definitive," whether 
that was specifically in reference to the points that were included 
in the email two emails previous in the chain. 

A Yes, sir, I was referring to what was offered earlier in 
the chain as NEA press guidance. 

Q Okay. And so that would be the 12:36 p.m. email -- 

A That's right. 

Q -- where it says "Libya: Update." 

A That's right. 

Q Okay. 

And specifically, then, there are three key points that are listed 
there. Do you see that? 

A I do. 

Q Okay. And I think you had also indicated that your specific 
concern had to do with the first point here. Is that correct? 

A That's right, sir. 

Q Okay. 

And you were asked also in the last round about your awareness 
or familiarity with what has been referred to as the HPSCI talking 
points. Those were talking points requested by and prepared for 
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Congress by the intelligence community. 

A Yes . 

Q Do you recall that discussion? 

A I do. 

Q Okay. And I had it noted here^ but I just wanted to make 
sure that the record was absolutely clear on thiSj but you did not 
participate in any way in the drafting -- 

A No. 

Q --or preparation of those talking points? 

A I did not. I did not. 

Q Okay. 

And, at this point in time -- so this is September 17, so this 
is several days, actually, after those talking points had been 
prepared, or, as we understand it, they were prepared at that time -- did 
you have an awareness at this point in time that the IC had provided 
an assessment to Congress? 

A No. I was unaware of that. 


Q Okay. 

Ms. Sawyer. With regard to that language in the email, that "key 
point" language, did you have an understanding of where that language 
came from, who had crafted that language? 


Ms. 


L No, I was not aware of where that specific 


formulation came from. 


Mr. Kenny. I think that is all the questions I have on this 
particular exhibit. I think we would like to move our discussion 
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forwandj andj in onden to do thatj we will introduce exhibit No. 4. 

Exhibit No. 4 

Was marked for identification.] 


BY MR. KENNY: 


Q I will give you a moment to review this document. 

A YeSj sir. 

Q Okay. And, just for the purposes of the record, I am going 
to read some identifying information. 

A Yes . 

Q So exhibit 4 is an email from to you. It's 

dated February 9, 2012. The subject is, quote, "RE: draft email for 
your clearance: (SBU) Lack of Security Staffing at Benghazi 
undermining mission." The document ID here is CO5390170-MOU. 

And this is an email that was used as an exhibit at the select 
committee's October 22nd hearing with Secretary Clinton. It's also 
a document that now appears on the majority's Web site. 

Do you recall this email? 

A I do. 

Q Okay. 

And, again, this is February 2012. I would just like to clarify 
at the outset here. Ambassador Cretz was the Ambassador to Libya at 
this time? 


A He was, sir. 

Q Okay. 

And I would like to focus the first part of the discussion on the 
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beginning of this email chain^ where you wrote to And 

I'd just like to ask generally if you could describe for us what this 
email is. 

A My email to you mean? 

Q Yes. 

A My email to was just suggested points for him to use 
with the NEA front office and with the Executive Office with regard 
to the needs for a temporary mission in Benghazi, sort of a 
justification about why we were there, some of the things that we would 
like to try to do from there, and some concerns that post had expressed 
about their ability to pursue their mission. 

Q Okay. And so, just to summarize, this is a draft note that 
you had prepared -- 

A For my director. 

Q for Mr. 

A That's right, in case he wanted to move that discussion 
forward . 

Q So, just to summarize, this is an email with a cover, and 
then there appear to be hashmarks. Below the hashmark are a draft note 
that you prepared for your director to send to either NEA/EX or the 
NEA front office. Is that correct? 

A That is correct, sir. 

Q And you mentioned that you raised some concerns in this 
draft note, and we'll get to those in a moment. I would just like to 
begin, though -- you had mentioned that you started with a 
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justificatiorij and I'd like to just discuss or walk through that with 
you . 

I note that in the first paragraph here there is some 
language -- and I would just like to ask -- and I will preface this 
by saying that there have been some lingering questions about the 
purpose or the role of the special mission in Benghazi -- 

A Yes, sir. 

Q -- in 2012. And, at least here, there appears to be some, 
as you described it, justification. And I was hoping you could just 
explain for us why it was important to be in Benghazi in 2012. 

A Yes, sir. 

It was our opinion in 2012, in early 2012, that even with the move 
of the Libyan interim government to Tripoli there was an important need 
to understand both halves of the country. The revolution had begun 
in eastern Libya. A lot of the key people, the key actors who led the 
revolt against Qadhafi remained in the east. A lot of the grievances 
that led eastern Libyans to seek to overthrow Qadhafi lingered, such 
as the lack of resources for eastern Libya and the preponderance of 
natural resources like oil and gas in the east. 

So the United States had an interest in understanding the 
political actors in eastern Libya, the economic issues, particularly 
because we had a lot of American companies who were interested in doing 
business in eastern Libya, American oil and gas companies who had been 
there before and who wanted to go back. 

It is very hard to cover such a big country from just the capital. 



1060 


50 

You know, it is very hand to meet all the people that you need to meet. 

In addition, there were some other national security issues, such 
as nonproliferation concerns because of the issue with various types 
of weapons that Qadhafi had stockpiled for years. 

So we wanted to make sure we understood what the various weapons 
concerns were and what the concerns of the civil society were, as well, 
whether this attempt at a new political process was moving forward. 
So that was our justification for remaining in the east. 

Q All right. 

And we have heard eastern Libya described, to us at least, as it's 
separate. Historically -- 

A Yes . 

Q --it's part of Libya, eastern Libya being very much 

different from western and southern Libya. But we've also heard it 
described as sort of a barometer of sorts for Libya writ large. And 
I was wondering if had you a similar sense of eastern Libya, the role 
or influence that it played to the country writ large? 

A Yes, I would agree with that assessment. And because a lot 
of the key actors or the key phenomena that would shape Libya writ large 
came from the east. So a lot of the most educated Libyans, a lot of 
the universities, a lot of the core -- I won't say institutions, but, 
you know, there ' s a very strong lawyers ' association that sort of formed 
in revolt to Qadhafi over time. That was centered in eastern Libya, 
and they were one of the key players in the revolution. A lot of the 
oil and gas resources were in eastern Libya. So the presence of a lot 



1061 


51 

of very strong tribes was in eastern Libya, who had grievances with 
tribes in western Libya. 

So you had to understand -- you had to take the pulse in eastern 
Libya to kind of have a sense of what was, like, going to happen across 
the wider country. 

The eastern Libyans had a lot of connections with Egypt, as well. 
So, I mean, there were other relationships they were cultivating, as 
well . 

Q And you mentioned a few moments ago that it was something 

that would have been difficult to observe or measure, I think, from 
Tripoli. 

A That's right. 

Q Could you just explain that dynamic for us? 

A Yes, sir. 

The responsibilities of an embassy are frequently to make sure 
they understand what is happening with the host government and, kind 
of, the new interim institutions that were centered in Tripoli. 
However, a lot of the important actors in Libya's future that pushed 
for the revolution, that were important in the future, remained in 
Benghazi and remained in eastern Libya, cities like Tobruk, Derna, et 
cetera. A lot of the weapons depots that we were concerned about were 
in eastern Libya. 

So, with a very small -- because we had evacuated in February of 
2011, we went back in September of 2011, we had a very small embassy 
in Tripoli. We didn't have a big, robust mission where we could send 
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a bunch of public diplomacy officers and political officers^ economic 
experts j defense attache personnel to Benghazi on a regular basis. It 
was skeleton staffing in Tripoli j as well. 

So if you wanted coverage in the eastj if you wanted to engage 
contacts in the east, if you wanted to be influential and shape 
developments in the east, it was more appropriate and more feasible 
to do it with a presence in eastern Libya, in Benghazi. 

Q You had also mentioned nonproliferation concerns coming out 

of eastern Libya. 

A Yes, sir. 

Q And, at a very high level, could you just explain for us 
why it would have been important for the U.S. Government to pursue 
nonproliferation objectives in Libya? 

A Yes, sir. 

The United States had been quite interested in weapons and 

nonproliferation concerns in Libya for many years prior to the Libyan 
revolution in 2011 because Qadhafi's government had possessed chemical 
and other forms of nonconventional weapons and had stockpiled weapons 
throughout the country. The United States Government was always 
concerned about the ability of Qadhafi's security services to store 
and control these weapons. 

So, following the revolution and, sort of, the dissolution of 
Qadhafi security services, the question was, who's got eyes on these 
things? Who ' s controlling them? Can we help make sure they don 't fall 
into the wrong hands? 
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And the interim Libyan Government didn't have one national army, 
one good national police force. So various security groups were 
forming and coalescing. So the same concerns we had about 
nonconventional weapons in the early 2000s and conventional weapons 
flowing out of Libya to other groups in the region we continued to have 
in 2011 and 2012. 

Q Okay. 

And, again, this is February of 2012 -- 

A That's right. 

Q --at the time of this draft note. Do you recall at this 
time whether there were discussions or any expectations about a planned 
or upcoming national election in Libya? 

A If I recall correctly, sir, the plan was for a parliamentary 
election to happen in the spring, early summer of 2012. 

Q Okay. Did that have any implications for eastern Libya? 

A It did, sir. It had implications for eastern Libya because 

it was very important to the success of a democratic and kind of a secure 
transition for all parts of Libya to be appropriately 
represented -- minority groups, tribes, all of the major cities. And 
so there had to be an ability for the nascent political parties and 
groups to campaign, to get their message out, to caucus with one 
another. 

And so what our colleagues -- one of things we were doing in 
eastern Libya at the time was trying to meet with new political groups, 
meet with political candidates, encouraging civil society to play a 
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good nole as watchdogs to the process, election monitors, talking to 
women's groups, like, you know, encouraging -- you know, there should 
minorities, women, others running for this new legislative assembly. 
So that was one of the roles we were taking in the east, as well. 

Q Were there any concerns that if eastern Libya were 
disenfranchised, say, in the national election that that would have 
implications for the future of the Libyan state? 

A Yes, sir, it did. Since the impetus for overthrowing the 
Qadhafi government came from the east, eastern Lib is -- one of their 
grievances and one of the reasons why they revolted against Qadhafi 
was the lack of resources, the lack of jobs, the lack of money, the 
lack of opportunity in eastern Libya and for the groups traditionally 
from eastern Libya. So there with a worry that western Libya and the 
areas around Tripoli and Misrata would be disproportionately 
represented in new government institutions such as a legislature. 
That was a very particular concern of easterners. 

Q Okay. 

In the draft note below the hashmarks, it starts off, "We 
determined early on that it was important to make a presence in Benghazi 
to engage with the TNC and keep an eye on political and security 
developments in the east," close quote. 

I would like to ask just for your personal opinion on whether you 
felt it was important for the U.S. Government to remain present in 
Benghazi in 2012. 

A Yes, sir, very much so. So, as a foreign service officer 
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and a diplomat myself and a person with a long interest in the Middle 
Eastj from my shoes, I understood what Ambassador Cretz and what Special 
Envoy Stevens and others were saying at the time, which is there is 
so much happening across this country; if we don't have eyes on what's 
happening in the east, we're going to miss something, we're going to 
miss an opportunity to influence these actors, get to truly understand 
what the security situation is as well. 

So I know, having served in Iraq and other places like this, it 
is very hard to understand what is happening outside of the wire if 
you don't get out and actually meet people and be open to hearing what's 
going on. So I agreed 100 percent. 

Q And "outside the wire" in this context would mean outside 
of Tripoli? 

A Outside of Tripoli, outside of the capital. 

Q Do you recall Ambassador Cretz's views on a continuing U.S. 
presence in Benghazi at this time? 

A He agreed with continuing the presence to some extent. I 
mean, the question that we all had was what should it look like. You 
know, he agreed, as did I, that it needed to be open from the short 
to medium term. Nobody had decided at that point what the needs would 
be very long term because things were still evolving. 

Q Okay. That's helpful. 

And can you just help us understand, because State Department 
planning processes might be slightly different -- 

A Sure. 
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Q -- how fan out those discussions were goings in terms of 

time? 

A At the time, our discussions were going through the end of 
2012, early 2013, to get us through the elections that were anticipated 
that summer and 6 months out to see, okay, will the election be 
successful, will a legislature be seated, you know, what happens as 
a result. Are these remaining revolutionary institutions that have 
been set up in Derna and Benghazi and other parts in the east, will 
they move to Tripoli? Will these different Libyan actors who were 
opposition, who opposed Qadhafi, but who aren't necessarily tied 
together, will they be tied together by the end of 2012 or early 2013? 

Q I see. So the discussion to extend through 2012 and into 
2013 or discussions about continuing the presence for that time period, 
those incorporated or had some build-in for some sort of buffer? Is 
that right? 

A Exactly, following the election. 

Q Okay, lust in case things didn't go exactly as planned? 

A Exactly, sir. 

Q Okay. 

I would like to return to exhibit 4, and this will be on the second 
page here. 

A Okay. 

Q And, actually, before we move on to the exhibit, I did just 
want to ask one more question about discussions about the mission. 

A Yes, sir. 
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Q Though he wasn't in Libya at the time^ were you awane of 
Chnis Stevens' views on whether the U.S. should continue its presence 
in Benghazi? 

A Yes, sir. He had left Libya in November, but he was very 
much involved in discussions within NEA about the region and about Libya 
specifically. 

Q And what do you recall of his views? 

A His views were very much in favor of maintaining a presence 

in Benghazi. 

Q All right. 

So, within at least your office, NEA/MAG, it sounded like there 
was a general agreement that -- and please correct me if I -- 

A Yes, sir. 

Q There was some agreement -- I just want to summarize -- some 
agreement that the U.S. should maintain a presence in Benghazi, but 
it was unclear exactly what the staffing footprint would look like. 

A Exactly. That's right. 

Q Okay. 

And so now on the second page here, the second paragraph down 
reads -- and I am going to read a portion of this into the record. 

Quote, "Unfortunately, DS staffing is becoming a recurring 
problem in Benghazi. At the current security threat level, Benghazi 
needs a minimum of four agents to support moves out of town (3 to 
accompany the Principal Officer or TOY officer, and 1 to remain on 
compound with the IRM/management person). Post needs a minimum of 
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three agents to facilitate one movement at a time in town^ and one to 
remain on compound. 

"DS staffing has dropped to two agents several times over the last 
few months between rotationSj which has prevented the PO from leaving 
the compound/' close quote. 

And I would like to first askj why was it at this time that you 
felt that DS staffing was becoming a recurring problem in Benghazi? 

A Sirj I'm not completely sure. I'm not responsible for DS 
staffing at this post or any other post. 

What we heard from DS -- again, this was a temporary mission, and, 
you know, in my role in NEA/MAG, as Deputy Director, you know, I helped 
ensure, kind of, the assignment process and filling assignments for 
our normal posts across the region in the normal Foreign Service 
personnel cycle. 

We didn't have a normal Foreign Service personnel cycle for 
Benghazi. So we had to pull -- we, as policy, wanted to pull temporary 
duty, you know. Foreign Service officers from other posts to support 
the mission. And it was my understanding Diplomatic Security had to 
do the same thing, but I don't want to speak for them. 

Q Okay. But that was a concern that was conveyed to you at 
some point in time? 

A Yes, you know, that it was the same situation we were facing 
on the policy side they were facing on the DS side. 

Q Okay. 

Again, there's an indication here that DS staffing had dropped 
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two agents several times in the past few months. There is a line at 
the very end that reads, quote, "There is very little reason to 
maintain the expense if our people are going to be trapped on the 
compound and unable to get around," close quote. 

And I'd just like to ask, from a mission perspective, why was the 
ability of the principal officer to leave the compound a concern? 

A From a mission perspective, the principal officer had 
responsibility for keeping in close touch with contacts -- the Benghazi 
security services, the people campaigning for office, various 
political parties, the civil society leaders such as the head of lawyers 
association, who was one of the people who was a driving force behind 
the revolution, business contacts, you know, American and other 
business contacts who sought meetings. Some of those meetings could 
happen on the compound; some, more appropriately, would happen outside 
of the compound. 

So if the principal officer did not have a security detail, they 
would not be able to leave the compound. 

Q Sure. Okay. And that makes sense. 

And this appears to us to capture some sort of reality that if 
the mission is only staffed with two DS agents at a time that the 
principal officer wouldn't be able to leave the compound to conduct 
that outreach that you just described. Is that accurate? 

A According to my -- again, I 'm not a security expert, so this 
information -- I didn't make up the number four. So that information 
I would've received from an RSO colleague from DS. 
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Q Okay. 

A So that was thein assessment. 

Q Okay. But that assessment j again^ you would have received 
from somebody within Diplomatic Secunityj notj for instance, NEA or -- 

A No, we would not -- I mean, I do not have the expertise to 
determine how many agents you need to secure a road, for example. 

Q Okay. 

And then, by the flip side, you're not expressing a concern here 
that while on the compound the principal officer lacks adequate 
security coverage. Is that -- 

A No, that's not what I was expressing here. That was not 
a concern that we had at the time. 

Q Okay. But if it was a concern you had time at the time, 
do you think you would have acknowledged it in this note? 

A Again, I -- perhaps. I don't recall exactly. I can't 

speak for what -- you know, what I did at the time, my recollection 
is I packaged together our core justification, our core concerns to 
move forward to the NEA front office. 

Q Okay. 

BY MS. SAWYER: 

Q And is it a fair characterization to say that the 
justifications that you are expressing there about the mission and the 
importance of the mission and the desire to have a presence is something 
within the core expertise of your bureau? 

A Yes, ma'am, I would agree with that. NEA is the regional 
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bureau with responsibility for guiding and developing the policy 
towards the Middle East and the policy recommendations to the Secretary 
on the Middle East. 

Q And then both the factual information that you're providing 
as well as the assessment as to the security needs would have come to 
you from the experts within the Diplomatic Security Bureau? 

A Yes, ma'am. The language that I put together here was 
derived from, you know, conversations with post, kind of, discussions 
in Washington with the Executive Office of NEA, and DS and other 
colleagues who are responsible for how we were staffing the mission 
on the ground. 

The last sentence is my assessment. That was my opinion at the 
time. That was purely my analysis and my commentary. So when I 
figured there is little reason to maintain the expense if our people 
were going to be trapped on the compound, that was purely my commentary. 

Q Your commentary as to the potential negative impact on the 
mission . 

A Exactly. Exactly. So you could have a mission where 
everybody stays inside, or you could have a mission where people can 
get out. 

Q And having a mission where everyone was required to stay 
inside and have meetings solely on compound, as you have indicated 
earlier, from your perspective, would have made it more difficult to 
do the outreach that individuals within the bureau, including 
Ambassador Cretz, including Special Envoy Stevens, believed was 
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critical to be able to conduct out of Benghazi. 

A Yes, ma'am, that is night. 

BY MR. KENNY: 

Q So you had indicated that you didn ' t have a lot of visibility 
into the DS staffing side of things. And I'd just like to ask, I mean, 
you are here preparing a note to send onward, to send up to your 
superior, raising these concerns. And I appreciate you had discussed 
some of the TDY staffing challenges, I think, across the board. Do 
you recall preparing any similar note related to staffing challenges 
for the IRM position, for instance? 

A No, I do not. 

Q Okay. 

A I do not. 

Q And is that because, while they may have had their own 
challenges staffing an IRM position on a TDY basis in Benghazi, was 
your sense that DS had a more acute problem with staffing at this time 
period than, say, other bureaus that were also staffing on a TDY basis? 

A The IRM requirement was only one individual, which is less 
of a burden on the IT experts to provide. So the DS was required to 
provide more individuals, so a heavier lift. 

Q Okay. 

I'd like to move just to the top portion, your cover note to 

where you write, quote, let me know if this works and 

whether you want to consult with or EX before sending this to the 
FO," close quote. 
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A Right. 

Q I assume that means the Assistant Secretary? 

A That's right j at the time. 

Q Okay. Do you know whether sent this note to 

the Secretary? 

A I don't recall, sir. I don't recall. 

Q Do you know whether the Assistant Secretary raised this 
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issue to -- there's reference here to "M" -- to the M Bureau? 

A I don't recall. I don't recall. 

Q Okay. 

And, in a circumstance like this, why would it have been 
useful -- you make the proposal to possibly go to M, but why would that 
have been useful, to appeal directly to the M Bureau regarding a DS 
staffing concern? 

A Okay. The rationale for putting this together and making 
the suggestion to was because ultimately Under Secretary Kennedy 
and the M world are responsible for our resources and big-picture 
strategy and policy on human resources, on personnel cycles, on 
facilities. That's within their bailiwick. 

So the idea was to kind of remind our colleagues we ' re responsible 
for resources, here ' s our policy justification again, here ' s what seems 
to be lacking on the resource side, can we square the circle, if 
possible. So you have responsibility for policy, you have 
responsibility for resources, let's try to make the best of it. 

Q Okay. And, again, you don't recall if Assistant Secretary 
Feltman did raise this issue with the Secretary? 

A I don't know if he did. I don't know. 

Q Okay. 

Do you recall whether there were any other steps in this timeframe 
taken that were designed to address the concerns raised here? For 
instance, do you recall if was back in Washington, D.C., 

and may have set up meetings, met with the DAS in DS? 
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A I believe did come back to Washington that springy you 
knowj for normal consultations. And she did include meetings with 
Diplomatic Securityj as well as our Executive Office, as well as other 
agencies, like USAID, while she was in Washington. 

Q Do you recall anything specific about her discussions with 
DS when she was back for consultations? 

A I do not. I do not. 

Q Okay. 

And, again, referring to the sentence that you indicated that you 
had included at the bottom of the draft note --I'm sorry, the sentence 
before there, where it reads, "If there is no recourse, we should 
reconsider whether we keep the mission going," close quote, do you 
recall whether that conversation was ever had? 

A No. I don't remember. I don't remember. 

Ms . Sawyer. And, again, with regard to that particular sentence, 
was that because of the concern that, with regard to the policy 
objectives, you would not be able to fulfill them in the way that you 
had hoped and others had hoped in Benghazi? 

Ms. Yes, ma'am. And to reiterate, that is my 

commentary, that is my opinion that I am expressing there, if there 
is no recourse. It was driven by a concern that we would not be able 
to meet our objectives with the staffing situation being what it was. 

Ms. Sawyer. It was not intended to reflect and it did not reflect 
a belief that it was unsafe otherwise for individuals on the ground 
in Benghazi to remain there and you should reconsider the presence 
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because just simply being there was too dangerous? 

Ms. No. It was purely reflecting my opinion. As a 

diplomat, I want to get out and meet people and shape policy and be 
influential on the ground and show the flag, because that's what we're 
there for. That reflected my firm opinion on that. 

BY MR. KENNY: 


Q So if I could just direct your attention to the top email 
here, the discussion seems to shift in a slightly different direction, 
and I would just like to ask you about that. 

This specific portion of the email, again, was discussed during 
the select committee's October 22nd hearing with the Secretary, and 
Ms. was also asked for her recollection of what are, in effect, 
her words here and not yours. But I would just like to read it for 
the record. 


Ms. 


wrote, quote, "Also, the Secretary asked last week 
if we still have a presence in Benghazi -- I think she would be upset 
to hear that yes we do but because we don't have enough security they 
are on lockdown, "close quote. 

And just first I would like to ask you if you recall having a 


conversation about this with Mr. at this time. 

A I do. 

Q Okay. And what do you recall about that conversation? 

A What I recall is that this email was -- again, I don't want 


to put words in 


mouth, but my recollection of this was this 


was a slightly sarcastic email, this was a slightly sarcastic 
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conversation -- ha ha^ you know? Of course the Secretary knows we have 
a presence in Benghazi^ you know? I meanj so it was a slightly 
sarcastic exchange. 

I think we were all frustrated working long hours and that that 
came out a little bit in the tone of this email. 

Q Sure. And so when you say that there was some sarcasm that 
you perceived here^ that refers to the first sentence, that the 
Secretary asked last week if we still have a presence in Benghazi? 

A Yes, exactly. Yes. 

Q Okay. And do you recall just the basis for your belief? 
You said of course the Secretary knew that we had a presence there. 

A Again, so I can't put myself in the Secretary's shoes at 
that time, but there was a lot of information coming from our team in 
Benghazi and from Tripoli reporting back to Washington. There was a 
lot of information that we know was filtering up to senior officials. 

So it was my opinion at the time, my assumption, that the Secretary 
knew that we still had a physical presence in Benghazi because of all 
of the information that our team was sending forward back to Washington 
from Benghazi. 

Q And do you recall how that reporting was received in 
Washington, at least within your office, reporting specifically from 
the special mission? Was it viewed as generally helpful -- 

A Yes. So -- 

Q --to policymakers? 

A I'm sorry to interrupt. 
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Q Please. 

A Yes, sin. It was viewed as very helpful because it was 
giving us eyes on kind of a situation and a range of 
contacts -- political contacts, civil society contacts, business 
folks, you know, folks with opinions of what different militia groups 
and tribes were up to. 

People were commenting -- we were asking, you know, do you think 
this election will be a success? Do you think this political process 
will succeed? What are your thoughts on whether there is going to be 
a constitution, and what should be in this constitution? What are your 
thoughts on the economic circumstances? 

And so there was a lot -- the reporting that was feeding back was, 
you know, people still have legitimate concerns, and they were really 
worried that with the INC and, kind of, institutions moving to Tripoli 
that they were going to be left behind again. So, you know, that was 
a big concern on everybody's mind. 

So the reporting was considered very helpful to piece in 
everything we were hearing from the media and other sources. 

Q Thank you. I think that's a helpful clarification for us. 

This email, again, it seems to have become a little bit of 
political fodder -- 

A Right. 

Q -- and, at least to us, appears that it's been used or cited 
as evidence that the Secretary's level of interest in Libya dropped 
or fell off in 2012. And I would like to just ask you, was there a 
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drop in the Secnetany's interest level in Libya and Benghazi in 2012? 

A Sin, I don't know. 

What I know is that the seventh floor, what we refer to as the 
seventh floor, keep asking NEA/MAG for memos and for reporting on what ' s 
happening across North Africa, particularly in Libya and Tunisia, which 
were the states that had undergone revolutions in 2011. 

So, from my perspective as the NEA/MAG Deputy Director, it seemed 
that the Secretary and all the senior officials were still very focused 
on Libya. But I can't put myself in her shoes. 

Q Okay. So, referring to the seventh floor writ large, 
though, was it your sense that they were closely following Libya 
matters? 

A Yes, it was. 

Q Okay. And that continued in 2012? 

A Yes, very much so. 

Q Okay. 

BY MS. SAWYER: 

Q lust that portion of the remark there that says, "I think 
she would be upset to hear that yes we do but because we don't have 
enough security they are on lockdown," you know, there has been some 
implication -- and it was certainly was raised at the hearing with the 
Secretary -- that the Secretary was either disregarding or 
disinterested in resource issues with regard to Benghazi. 

Was that the sense from where you were sitting, that there was 
a disinterest in whether or not adequate resources -- both to be able 
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to do the missiorij which we have already talked aboutj but certainly 
with a deeper question of just sufficient security for personnel on 
the ground? 

A May I ask you to clarify? Was it whose concern that the -- 

Q Was it just your impression? You knowj the implication was 

been that the Secretary was either disregarding or disinterested in 
whether or not her post, in particular Benghazi post, had sufficient 
resources. We've talked about resources to be able to do the mission. 

A Right. 

Q You know, the deeper question is even just security 
resources at all. 

A Yes . 

Q Was it ever your sense, just from where you sat, that the 
Secretary was either disregarding or disinterested in making sure the 
post had resources? 

A No, it was not my sense. 

Q Were you aware of any specific requests on the resource 
front that went to the Secretary? 

A No, I'm not aware of resource requests to the Secretary. 
As NEA/MAG Director, my responsibility on resources was limited, but 
resource requests normally went through the chain to M. 

Q But certainly there was nothing in your experience that 
would have led you to believe that she would have ignored or disregarded 
any requests, had they gone to her? 

A No. I have no information to that regard. 
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BY MR. KENNY: 

Q I'd just like to ask one clarifying question based on a 
discussion I was having with you. 

A Yes . 

Q So you had mentioned you didn't have any specific knowledge 

of the Secretary's level of involvement or interest in Libya, but you 
had an understanding that the seventh floor was closely tracking it. 
Is that correct? 

A Yes, sir. 

Q Okay. And when you say "seventh floor, " who does that refer 

to? 

A When I say "seventh floor," I mean the Under Secretary for 
Political Affairs, definitely the Under Secretary for Management, the 
special assistants for -- we use acronyms at the State Department -- so 
P, M. The deputy secretaries were very key on the cables and the emails 
that came from post. 

People were tracking it very closely. And, in particular, they 
were interested in all of North Africa because it was a sensitive 
region, but Libya was getting a lot of requests for information all 
the time. 

[Discussion off the record.] 

BY MR. KENNY: 

Q So I would just like to briefly, if I may, return to the 
discussion we were having about the days and weeks following the attacks 
and some of the public statements, the press statements, and some of 
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the press guidance that was developed during that time. 

I had written down in my notes that the press guidance was one 
focus, not the only focus, of what you were working on in the days and 
weeks after the attack. I was wondering if you could just elaborate 
for us, for those countries in your portfolio, what was happening during 
this time period and how busy was that period for you and your office. 

A Sir, the September and October, particularly following the 
Benghazi attack, September and October were extraordinarily busy. 
You ' 11 recall on September 14 there was a very violent attack on Embassy 
Tunis, where our colleagues were in the safe haven for hours while they 
were waiting for additional Tunisian security services to come to their 
assistance. There were violent demonstrators that had crossed the 
walls into the embassy. 

The Tunisia desk officer and I were unable to go to the ceremony 
at Andrews Air Force Base on September 14 to welcome home Ambassador 
Stevens' and our other colleagues' remains because Tunis was literally 
on fire and we were working to figure out what was happening and then 
supporting the Secretary and senior officials on that day. 

There were demonstrations in Morocco and Algeria. We didn't 
cover Egypt per se, but I had served in Cairo, I had good friends in 
Cairo at the time. So the wider region was of deep concern to us, and 
the security of our colleagues across the region was a deep concern. 
So there were daily meetings to talk about what do we know about is 
happening; do our other posts, meaning, you know, Tunisia, have what 
they need to protect our personnel; do we need to think about drawing 
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down staff in those places j as well. 

On Libyaj we were extraordinarily busy because we had evacuated 
the bulk of civilian colleagues from Tripoli up to Germany, and one 
of the issues I was dealing with in the aftermath of the attack was 
figuring out what to do with our personnel in Germany. Do we bring 
them back to Washington and give them temporary assignments here while 
we wait out and see what happens in Tripoli? Do we keep them in Germany 
a little bit longer and have them work remotely from the consulate in 
Frankfurt, you know, give them assignments, have the political officer 
keep working on the human rights report, for example, remotely? 

You know, so I was closely involved in, kind of, giving them 
taskings, keeping people busy, you know, waiting for the security 
colleagues and others to be like, okay, some people can come back, or 
better to break some assignments and give people new assignments. 

So the immediate personnel picture for the traditional diplomatic 
stuff and then the security situation of those other posts were, kind 
of, my overwhelming focus. 

Q Okay. So it sounds like it was an incredibly busy period. 

A It was a very busy period, yeah. 

Q Okay. And so the responses to press inquiries and the 

development of press guidance, that was only a portion of the work that 
you were working on. 

A That was a very small portion, honestly. In general, as 
I mentioned to your colleagues earlier, we had a very strong press 
office in NEA. They did a good job of recommending the best way to 



1084 


74 

respond, you know, to kind of be prepared for press inquiries in as 
fulsome a way as possible. 

So they would turn to us for help in understanding what is too 
sensitive. Should we include that, or is that too sensitive for 
whatever policy reason? So that was our role. 

And, frankly, the desk officers, Libya, Tunisia, other desk 
officers, were very good. They did the bulk of it themselves. It was 
rare that it needed to come back to or myself. Sometimes we would 
take a quick look at it to make sure we were aware of what was going 
forward . 

Q Thank you. That's helpful. 

Part of the reason why I ' m asking that question is, you know, we ' re 
more than 3 years removed from the attacks, and there has been a 
significant amount of attention and scrutiny paid to some of the public 
statements, the press statements, made by the administration in the 
days and the weeks after the attacks -- 

A Yes, sir. 

Q -- and to include Ambassador Rice's comments on the five 
Sunday talk shows on September 16. I would just like to ask you a series 
of questions about that period generally. 

Did you have a sense or ever get the sense that State Department 
spokesperson Ambassador Nuland or anyone else in her press shop was 
trying to conceal facts for political advantage? 

A No. 

Q Did you ever have the sense that they were concealing the 




1085 


75 

truth in order to avoid embarrassment or perpetuate a false narrative 
about the attacks? 

A No. 

Q Okay. 

What about press officers in the White House? Did you get a sense 
that they were trying to conceal facts for political advantage? 

A No. 

Q Did you ever have the sense that they were concealing the 

truth in order to avoid embarrassment or perpetuate a false narrative 
about the attacks? 

A No. 

Q Were you ever pressured to conceal facts about the Benghazi 
attacks? 

A No. And I'd like to add that I'm not particularly easy to 

pressure. So I just wanted to put that on the record. 

Q That's certainly admirable. 

Were you ever asked or pressured to conceal the truth about the 
attacks? 

A No. No. 

Q Okay. Were you ever asked to perpetuate a false narrative 
about the attacks? 

A No. 

Q With specific regard to some of the statements made by 

Ambassador Rice, you had raised some concern about what was said or 
your reading of excerpts of what was said. Did anyone ever instruct 
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you or tell you to be quiet about any of those concerns? 

A No. 

Q Okay. 

Do you have any reason to believe that anyone else in the press 
shopj whether in NEA or the White House press office, was doing anything 
other than their best, good-faith effort to determine the truth and 
convey that information accurately without divulging sensitive 
information? 

A No. 

BY MS. SAWYER: 

Q lust returning to something you were explaining to us about 

the region and you indicated -- you specifically mentioned Tunis and 

the attack on the 14th where personnel were in a safe haven for hours. 
I think you mentioned Morocco, you mentioned -- 

A Algeria. 

Q -- Algeria. 

A Uh-huh. 

Q What was your understanding and the understanding within 

the Department as to what was causing the unrest and what -- you know, 
we can speak specifically to Tunis -- what caused that, you know, what 
happened there, what was the cause of what happened there? 

A Our understanding in those early days was that there were 
a lot of grievances in Tunisia, as well, following that revolution. 
And there were a lot of complaints about the interim government and 
about the role of the United States, in particular, some Islamist groups 
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that felt the United States was playing an inappropriate role or that 
the West was playing an inappropriate role in Tunisia's political 
transition. 

In Tunisia and across the region, there was a lot of discontent 
because of the anti-Islam video that had been posted, I believe it was 
the previous week, online and a lot of anti-Muslim propaganda and 
messages that were floating around online. That created a lot of 
anger. If I recall correctly, there was a protest that was inspired 
by a burning of Korans. They harkened back to Pastor Tones in one of 
those incidents, which was deeply offensive to people. 

And there were emerging -- you know, kind of the political 
changes. And Tunisia, in particular, had weakened security services. 
I mean, the security services had been singled out for abuse -- police 
and army -- abuse of citizenry. So they were far more cautious. You 
know, they were being reorganized, and they were far more cautious about 
responding. So there was a concern about the rise of Islamist 
extremist groups like Ansar al-Sharia in Tunisia, as well. 

Q And then, in Egypt and Morocco, what was the sense of the 
unrest there? And what had sparked or triggered the unrest, in 
particular, you know, kind of, that week of September 11th through the 
16th? 

A Again, ma'am, I didn't have specific responsibility for 
Cairo. It was not in our portfolio. I kept an eye on it because I 
had served there. I had good friends in Cairo, and we are friends to 
this day. 
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My understanding of what spanked the specific attack on the 
embassy was a demonstration fueled, in part, by that video. People 
were very upset about the anti-Islamic video. 

In Morocco, there were smaller protests -- you know, much stronger 
security services, much more organized government. But there were 
protests about the lack of an Arab Spring response in Morocco. You 
know, do we need more reform in our country? Do we need more help for 
young people in our country? 

So there was some concern about the anti-Muslim propaganda 
online, but there was also concerns about, are we getting anything out 
of the Arab Spring ourselves? You know, have we had the constitutional 
reforms? Have we had the jobs, the economic growth that we needed? 

So it was just a morass of good and bad things that were motivating 
people to be very angry in that period. 

Q And in discussing that generalized regional unrest, would 
it have been surprising to you that, in discussing the region in 
general, that there would have been discussions of protests and 
protests related to the anti-Muslim video? 

A That did not surprise me. That did not surprise me. 

Mr. Kenny. With that, I think that concludes our round. We'll 
go off the record. 

[Recess . ] 
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BY MS. CLARKE: 

Q Ms. I wanted to continue oun discussion that in 

the last hour we left off in early February 2012 talking a little bit 
about the mission in Benghazi. I just wanted to talk with you a little 
bit more about the spring of 2012 and the summer of 2012. 

A YeSj ma'am. 

Q And some of the events that occurred in Benghazi and in 

Libya . 

A Yes . 

Q Were you aware of some of the incidents that occurred at 

the mission in Benghazi. For instancOj the April 5 incident, lED 
attack, and then the Dune attacks in Benghazi? 

A Yes, ma'am. Our colleagues -- excuse me. 

Q Go ahead. 

A Our colleagues reported those incidents to us. 

Q By "colleagues," are you referring to the principal 
officer? 


A To the principal officer in Benghazi, yes. 

Q And when you became aware of those incidents, were there 
any actions taken within NEA regarding what was happening on the ground? 

A Insofar as Washington was concerned, insofar as NEA MAG was 

concerned, we ensured that kind of our leaders in the NEA office and 
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the operations center had all of the updates we received as well to 
ensure there was a familiarity with what had happened on the ground. 

Q And were you concerned about the violent incidences that 
had begun to occur in Benghazi? 

A YeSj ma'am. I was concerned^ and we kept in very close 
touch with our colleagues in Benghazi and with Tripoli to keep a close 
eye on what happened at those times and of the mood on the street 
following all those incidents. 

Q And following those incidents, did you ever have a 
discussion with an NEA MAG about whether or not there needed to be a 
pause in the mission or whether or not the mission should close, given 
the number of incidences that had occurred in Benghazi? 

A Ma'am, could I ask you to specify which incident? 

Q Following -- so you have the April attack, and then 
subsequently there are additional incidences that aren't necessarily 
against the mission, but then there is the Dune attack against the 
mission as well as the U.K. Envoy attack. Following that particular 
incidence, were there any discussion between yourself and others in 
NEA MAG about whether or not the mission should pause to assess the 
security environment or whether or not the mission should close? 

A Yes, ma'am. We had discussions within my office. So, as 
you know, there were a series of incidents, and in Dune we had an talk 
on the U.K. Ambassador and some damage to the wall at our mission in 
Benghazi, and we asked the question -- you know we had a 2- or 3-week 
break between principal officers, and I recall my boss at the time 
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asking Ambassador Stevens the question like is this a good time to take 
a breakj reassess j see how security is playing out in Benghazi. So 
that discussion was had, or there was an email exchange with post about 
that issue in Dune. 

Q And did you take advantage of the natural pause in the break 
between the principal officers? 

A As I recall, we did, ma'am, for several weeks. 

Q And was there an assessment done regarding the security 
environment and the decision to determine whether or not the principal 
officer should return? 

A I don't recall specifics, ma'am. I would direct you to 
Diplomatic Security for specifics of an assessment. I don 't remember. 

Q Was there anything relayed to you that you were aware of 
was relayed to Mr. about whether or not the concerns had been, 
the concern that there was a decline in the security environment had 
changed, whether that had improved? Since you had asked for a pause, 
why was there a decision to continue to send the principal officers 
to Benghazi? 

A Yes, ma'am. Our understanding, my understanding of the 
situation at the time and what we were getting from our colleagues in 
Libya was that the east was very unpredictable. There were security 
incidents, but they weren't tied to one specific focus, or they weren't 
tied to anti-Americanism. It was a degraded security environment in 
part because the whole country was undergoing a lot of uncertainty 
following -- you know, there was an interim government; there was an 
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election, you know; figuring out what next steps were. Again, I don't 
recall specifics of a security assessment at the time. 

Q Do you recall any other discussions within NEA MAG about 
whether or not there should be any additional pauses or breaks in 
between the principal officers to again reassess the environment in 
late Duly or early August? 

A No, ma'am, I don't recall that. 

Q Did you express your concerns about the security 
environment to anyone outside of NEA MAG? Following the Dune attacks, 
did you relay any of your concerns to maybe Diplomatic Security 
counterparts or anyone outside of NEA MAG? 

A I don't recall. 

Q Did you have any concerns about the number of Diplomatic 

Security agents that were going to Benghazi during that timeframe? 

A I don't recall specifically. 

Q Following, we discussed exhibit 4, which was in the February 
timeframe, and there was some discussion in that exhibit about 
Diplomatic Security not providing the number of DS agents that had been 
indicated would be provided. Did that issue continue to occur 
throughout the remaining of the spring and the summer of 2012? 

A I recall that -- again, I don't remember specifically. I 
recall that throughout that entire period, that summer, the issue of 
staffing both on the DS side and on our side, on the policy side, 
remained a challenge because of the TDY nature of the assignments, but 
I don't recall specific numbers. 
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Q If there were concerns by the principal officer regarding 
whether or not they were able to conduct movements j et cetera^ because 
of the number of DS agents that were present, they would have relayed 
those concerns to you, correct? 

A Yes, on several occasions, principal officers replayed 
concerns to NEA MAG about their ability to move. 

Q And outside of exhibit 4, where you are proposing talking 
to ^ 


about the information that could be shared to 
the front office and potentially to M, did you have any discussions 
with your counterparts in DS about the number of TDY DS agents that 
were going to Benghazi? 

A I don't recall specifically, no. 

Ms. Clarke . I'm going to mark this as exhibit 5. 

Exhibit No. 5 


Was marked for identification.] 


BY MS. CLARKE: 


Q And if you'll take a moment to look at this? 

A Yes. If I could have a moment to read through this, ma'am. 
Q Sure. 

A Yes, ma'am. 

Q For the record, this is document No. C05390124, and it's 
an information memo for the Secretary, dated August 17, 2012. Do you 
recall this memo? 

A I do recall this memo, ma'am. 

Q And did you participate in drafting this memo? 
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A No, I did not draft this memo. One of my colleagues did, 
and I cleaned the memo. 

Q And when you say "you cleaned the memo, " what does that mean? 

A What that means in oun context is that we review the 

information in the memo and make sure the drafters included all the 
relevant information and also that it reflected, you know, kind of our 
priority concerns. Information memos for the Secretary are not meant 
to be laundry lists or exhaustively long. They are meant to be key 
issues, priorities, topic information the Secretary needs to know. 

Q And what were your priority concerns expressed in this memo? 

A Our concerns here was making sure that there was an 
understanding of the, you know, kind of the spike in violence in the 
east, but also kind of the context. You know, the lack of the new 
government's ability to consolidate security services, competing 
elements still present in the country, you know, causing some 
instability. It was key to kind of convey it is an unsettled situation, 
but there is not one specific driving factor driving instability. 
There are many sources that are contributing to this, following the 
election . 

Q And do you recall what prompted this memo to be drafted? 

A No, I don't recall specifically. 

Q Was it typical to send an information memo? Was that a 
recurring type of way you relay information on a quarterly or a monthly 
basis, or were they sporadic and usually prompted by some event or some 
request by the front office in NEA perhaps? 
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A Yes. So, in general, information memos are not like 
decision memos where you're asking the Secretary or another Under 
Secretary to take a specific action. We sent them fairly regularly 
on countries where there is a lot of change. So it is very normal to 
send an information memo to update the Secretary and senior leaders 
after an election when there is a significant change in a political 
or security situation. So this is in line with that. We had an 
election that had happened in early Duly, and we wanted to make sure 
the Secretary was aware of the different elements in place following 
the election. The security services had not consolidated. The 
government was still struggling to pull things together following the 
election . 

Q Following the election, did you have any discussions with 
post about their view of how the security situation was shaping, given 
the government's inability to kind of coalesce the different security 
elements? 

A May I ask you to specify? You're asking me if I had 
conversations with Tripoli? 

Q With anyone in Tripoli or even anyone in Benghazi about 
their view of what was actually happening on the ground. 

A So what our -- I recall that throughout the summer that both 
Benghazi and Tripoli were sending frequent updates, frequently daily 
emails and occasional cables on what their context, what different 
influential people in Libya were thinking about the security situation, 
about the political situation, so that post was updating us really 
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regularly with their reporting. 

Q Were there any additional requests for security equipment 
or security personnel as a result of this information? 

A I don't recall specific requests for equipment or 
additional personnel. 

Q Would you have been aware of such requests? 

A Yes. Ordinarily, I would have been copied by email, of 

course, because we love email in this institution, on requests that 
would have gone to the executive office of NEA. 

Q Once this memo was submitted, did you receive any requests 
from seventh floor principals or even from NEA office to follow up on 
the information that was provided? 

A I don't recall a specific request, ma'am. 

Q I think in the last hour there was a discussion about your 
view of whether or not it was necessary to have a presence in Benghazi, 
and you talked about at least through a short-term and a midterm 
presence . 

A Yes, ma'am. 

Q In August or in the fall of 2012, was there any discussion 
within NEA MAG or between NEA MAG and post about the view of whether 
or not the presence of the mission in Benghazi should continue past 
2012 ? 

A Yes, ma'am, there was. There was an email, a communication 
with Ambassador Stevens, laying out the case for continuing the mission 
in Benghazi beyond the end of 2012, and I don't recall exactly the full 
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depth of kind of all of the elements of why^ but there was a concern 
that because the government was not consolidated^ there were still a 
lot of factions in the south, in the east, in the west. There were 
a lot of -- there was a lot of churn across Libya. There were a lot 
of U.S. interests that we wanted to make sure we could effectively 
represent on, and the Ambassador made the case at the time that we needed 
to remain present and very involved in Benghazi to understand what's 
happening in the east. It's not enough to cover it from the capital. 

Q Did you and others within NEA MAG agree with his 
recommendation? 

A Yes, we did agree with his recommendation. At the time, 
he laid out a very good case. I think that and my opinion as the Deputy 
Director was there's a lot of resources involved in setting up a 
permanent presence anywhere or asking for or figuring out how long you 
needed to be somewhere, so my opinion was really important now that 
we're there, that we can be there, that we can do this important work. 
Not sure how long we ' re going to need to be there . It may be in 5 years, 
things will be very settled, and we can work very effectively out of 
an embassy. So my thing at the time was the Ambassador is absolutely 
right. There is so much happening now; we need to understand this and 
be present, and I'm going to keep saying, show the flag, because it 
meant a lot that we were there, and we were present and trying to 
influence events. It was my personal opinion that we couldn't predict 
into the long term how long we would need to have a presence there. 

Q So once Ambassador Stevens had laid out the case for a more 
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permanent presence in Benghazi, what would be the natural next steps 
for there to be a decision whether or not to actually approve a permanent 
presence in Benghazi? 

A There's no one process, ma'am, but his request would have 
prompted and did prompt, I believe -- I don't recall exactly -- but 
should have prompted a discussion with our executive office and with 
the Bureau leadership and then moving on to the other relevant parts 
of our team, obviously Diplomatic Security, obviously the intelligence 
community and the interagency parts that would be involved in deciding, 
do we need to be there in the longer term, and how do we do it? 

Q And do you recall if there was a discussion with Diplomatic 
Security about extending the presence of the mission in Benghazi? 

A I don't recall that, ma'am. 

Q Do you recall if anyone within NEA MAG or the larger NEA 
Bureau disagreed with having a more permanent presence in Benghazi? 

A I don't recall a disagreement. 

Q So fast forwarding in time to after the attacks, were you 
ever asked to provide documents to the Accountability Review Board that 
was stood up to look into the attacks? 

A Yes, ma'am. 

Q And did you, in fact, provide those documents? 

A Yes, yes. 

Q And were you ever asked to review documents of any other 
individuals who provided documents to the Accountability Review Board? 

A May I ask you to clarify your question? 
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Q Were you asked to lookj to neviewj or sift through documents 
that other individuals may have gathered to provide to the 
Accountability Review Board? 

Ms. Safai. So you're specifying only to the Accountability 
Review Board? Can you give us a timeframe maybe that you're thinking 
about? 

BY MS. CLARKE: 

Q So just to Step back, did you ever collect documents that 
you may have had possession of in response to requests for documents? 

A I responded to the request for documents, and I sent that 
forward . 

Q And then did you ever assist other individuals in collecting 
documents and reviewing those documents in response, the request for 
documents? 

A I never assisted in collection of other documents. I did 
assist in a document review in early October. It was my understanding 
this was the document production for the ARB. 

Q And you said that you recall that this happened in early 
October, and your understanding was that this was a document production 
for the ARB? 

A Yes. If I may clarify, I believed it was for the ARB and 
potentially other subsequent purposes, but I wasn't sure kind of the 
length of what exactly the document production was going to be used 
for. 

Q And how do you recall that happened in early October? 
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A So, yes, I received a call from oun Principal Deputy 
Assistant Secretary in NEA. It was Columbus Day weekend. I recall 
it because I changed my plans for the weekend very quickly as a result 
of her request. And she noted that I believe it was a group in H, was 
the Legislative Affairs Bureau, was reviewing all of the -- was 
preparing documents to be provided for, I thought it was the ARB, and 
then whatever subsequent use, presumably congressional review or 
whatever the case may be. But I wasn't sure. They were going through 
the documents for release, and she said could I join the group the 
following day and look at, you know, kind of looking whether we needed 
to redact any sensitive information. That was my role to help in the 
release of those documents, and she indicated that night, you know, 
depending on how big of a task it is, could you help me setting up a 
work flow like other officers from NEA who could be involved in, you 
know, going through and looking for sensitive information that we might 
recommend for redaction. 

Q And you said, you recall that it was Columbus Day weekend? 

A Or close to Columbus Day weekend, because I had plans ^ 

that 

Q And so you cancelled plans . Did this document review occur 
on the weekend, during the weekend? 

A Yes. It had started before that weekend, but DAS Dibble 
learned of it, or she realized there wasn't an NEA participant on that 
Saturday, so she called me and I went in the following morning, yeah. 

Q And did you go any other days other than that Saturday 



1101 


91 

morning? Were you also there on Sunday? Did you continue on Monday? 

A I went in on Sunday and Monday and then through that first 
week, and then I helped develop a rotation schedule for other colleagues 
from NEA to kind of make sure we had an NEA colleague. There were 
colleagues from DS and IRM. You know, other subject matter experts 
were in the room as well, kind of looking and looking at documents for 
I can't recall how long that lasted, but I helped develop the work 
schedule . 

Q So when you arrived on Saturday -- 

A Sunday, Sunday, ma'am. 

Q So you did not go on Saturday? 

A Saturday night is when Deputy Assistant Secretary Dibble 

called. I remember because I had plans the following 

day. 

Q Okay. So you arrived on Sunday. Do you recall the number 
of people that were participating in this document review? 

A I don't recall. 

Q Do you recall any particular individuals that were 

participating in this document review? 

A No. Dust that I knew there were colleagues from DS. There 
were colleagues from IRM. There were colleagues from H. 

Q And you said that you helped assist in putting together sort 
of like a workflow to ensure that there was always an NEA representative 
during this process? 

A Yes, ma'am. 
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Q Do you recall how long the process of reviewing those 
documents took? 

A I know that it lasted into November. I don't recall how 
long overall it lasted. 

Q And did you ever have another opportunityj other than the 
first Sunday on Columbus Day weekend, to participate in reviewing those 
documents? 

A Yes. I believe, if I recall correctly, I was there the 
whole first week, through Friday or the next Saturday. 

Q And then following the whole first week, did you participate 
in this document review following that? 

A I might have one or two times after that, but I was so busy 
in NEA MAG, our other colleagues throughout NEA stepped up. Every 
other NEA regional director stepped and offered us desk officers to 
help us cover that duty so that myself and NEA MAG could focus on our 
core job. 

Q Can you explain when you arrived on that first Sunday, can 
you kind of walk us through how the process was developing? Was there 
someone who was in charge of reviewing and did they provide instructions 
to you and to other people about what specifically you were reviewing? 

A If I recall correctly, and it's my understanding that H was 
in charge of this, we were doing this down in the A Bureau, and my 
guidance was, you know, we're going through -- my guidance was we need 
an NEA subject matter expert to explain to folks in the room who were 
not Foreign Service officers what do certain things mean, like what 
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is a SITREP? Litenallyj what is a diplomatic cable? Why did post send 
this email? So it explained^ okay, the political officer met with a 
representative of an American company who was interested in doing 
business in Libya. He didn't know how to go about it because there 
is an interim government. He was asking for mission's thoughts on, 
is there an economic ministry? Who does one engage to get whatever, 
start a new business, for example, or to resuscitate what they had 
before? So I would tell them, this is perfectly normal. It's 
something we do all around the world is meet with American business 
representatives and talk about local conditions, risks of doing 
business in a country or whatever. That was partly my role, was 
explaining like: Here is what we do at an embassy. Here is what this 
post was doing. And, you know, recommending like: Okay, this is a 
private American business person, or this is a Libyan activist. These 
are names that I would recommend be redacted if materials are going 
to be made public because you don't want to endanger people who continue 
to live in Libya or need to do business in Libya. 

Q And you said it was your understanding that H was in charge. 
What were you basing that understanding on? 

A To be honest, I knew it wasn't the A Bureau that normally 
does FOIA requests. I thought there were staffers from H that were 
helping organize us. That's what led me to believe that it was H who 
was organizing. 

Q You also said you received guidance about looking for things 
that should be redacted. Who gave you that guidance? 
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A I don't recall exactly who. It was when I arrived, you 
know, people like: Here, this is the document production. We want 
your expertise on what things mean, and if there's issues here that 
you have with if something is publicly released, what would you be 
concerned about being publicly released? That was my role. 

Q You said that you arrived on Sunday morning? 

A Yes, ma'am. 

Q Was it your understanding that this document review had 
already been taking place, or was Sunday morning the first day that 
everyone had begun reviewing the document? 

A It was my understanding from PDAS Dibble the previous 
evening. She's like: You know, this has started. They just realized 
they didn't have an NEA person. 

And of course, they called me, and of course, I said yes. Of 
course, you need an NEA person to explain if there's substantive 
questions and to help determine what's sensitive, what should be 
redacted if it's publicly released. 

Q Do you recall whether there was an indication about how long 
this process had been going on before the NEA person arrived? 

A I don't recall, but it was my sense that it was pretty new. 
"New" meaning a couple of days. I didn't have the sense that it was, 
you know, really well-established, but I'm not sure. 

Q So you worked from, you indicated you worked from Sunday 
through the following Friday? 

A Or the following Saturday up to the next weekend, if I recall 
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connectly . 

Q And that was my question. Did the document reviews 
continue throughout the weekend to your knowledge through the rest of 
the process? 

A I don't recall. I think there were limited hours . I think 
they did long days during the weekday and limited hours during the 
weekend. It was mainly on the weekdays. 

BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 

Q lust a few followups. I just want to understand the 
chronology. If I understood you correctly^ Liz Dibble gave you a call 
on Saturday night and asked you to participate in this document review? 

A That's correct. Yes, sir. 

Q As best you can recall, what did she tell you about the 
nature of the review and your role in it in that first call? 

A I think she wasn't completely clear. She was like: This 
is, they're looking at the documents that everyone has contributed for 
the document production, and they realized they didn't have an NEA 
person in the room, and they realized we need subject-matter experts 
from the kind of people that would be at post. And they wanted 
expertise of people who work in NEA, in DS, and IRM. She's like: Can 
you start it off tomorrow and then help me if this has got to continue? 
Let me know what you recommend in terms of any representation. I'll 
back you up. I'll make sure we have a roster of people to help carry 
this task on if it needs to continue. I don't recall, and understanding 
initially was that I likened it to a FOIA request in that when we're 



1106 


96 

neviewingj when the A Bureau sends us things for FOIA review, we look 
at documents, and we say, okay, what has national security or 
sensitivity, or what would we recommend be redacted before public 
release of a document? 

Q Did she give you any specifics about the type of information 
that would be considered sensitive in the documents you were going to 
be reviewing, or did she rely on your past experience? 

A I think she relied on, you know, trust your judgment. I 
do recall calling on her the following day or my DAS, who was Ray 
Maxwell, speaking to them the following day to say one of my concerns 
personally was that I thought it was appropriate to redact the names 
of drafting officers of junior officers at post, everybody below the 
level of Ambassador. Ambassadors are confirmed by the Senate. 
They're a very senior rank. They have a public presence. Other more 
junior people at post from the State Department, I thought their names 
and phone numbers and titles should not be included and should be 
redacted. That was my recommendation, and it continued to be my 
recommendation. I don't know if that's ultimately what happened or 
not. 

Q So did anybody, putting Ms. Dibble aside, did anybody give 
you any guidance on what type of information would be considered 
sensitive and that should be redacted or protected as well? 

A No. We looked at the FOIA guidance, and I forget exactly 
what that is now, but to the best of my recollection I was going over 
what is sensitive in terms of where it would compromise U.S. interests. 
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what is deeply sensitive because the individual mentioned is a private 
citizen j whether they ' re American or Libyan . We knew that the security 
situation following Ambassador Stevens and our other colleagues, the 
attack on the mission, was very difficult. So like these were, there 
were cables and emails that included information from our contacts who 
were still in Libya. You don't want to expose people to harm if it's 
known that they're talking to American diplomats, right. There's a 
sensitivity there, like we saw after WikiLeaks. So it is what can harm 
us, U.S. interests, and what could harm individuals, or what is not 
germane as well. 

Q Explain that to me. Did you on your own initiative go get 
the FOIA guidelines and apply those guidelines in your review of the 
documents, or was it somebody that was part of this broader team provide 
those guidelines to you and say, "This is what we should be following"? 
How did the FOIA guidelines make its way into this review? 

A I don't recall exactly. It was either -- honestly I don't 
recall. I don't recall if I looked at it that morning on my own volition 
or if it was provided in that first day. 

Q One thing I'm just not understanding is if your belief was 
these documents were going to the ARB, in other words, this was an 
internal panel constituted by the Secretary of State, the documents 
were not going to be released publicly, why would the FOIA guidelines 
be relevant to what you were doing? Why would you use those guidelines 
to protect information that was going to the ARB? 

A Sir, if I can recall my -- 
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Ms. Safai. Do you want to clarify? 

Ms. As I clarified, I didn't know what the ultimate 

document production, whether it would be just ARB or subsequent to other 
investigations, other government investigations. 

BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 

Q If you disagree with me, just tell me. If they were just 
going to the ARB, then the FOIA guidelines would not be relevant. 
Correct? 

A That's right, because presumably the ARB would keep it in 
house . 

Q Correct. So were you preparing two sets, one for the ARB, 
and one that might potentially be released to the public? 

A No, not to my knowledge were we preparing two sets. I was 
not completely clear on the purpose of this document review, but my 
limited understanding was this was a document review for ARB and any 
other investigations of the incident. 

Q To your knowledge, did the documents that the ARB received, 
did they have FOIA redactions in them, or were they clean? 

A I don't know, sir. 

Q You don't know one way or the other? 

A I don't know. 

Q Okay. Take us through the process of how you did this 
review physically. In other words, did you look at documents on a 
computer? Did you have a stack of physical documents? How did you 


do the review? 
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A To my necollection, I had a stack of physical documents and 
highlighters, and I highlighted any information that I thought should 
be redacted, and then I wrote on a sticky note, if I recall correctly, 
the reason for the redaction, either name of private citizen, name of 
junior USG official, not germane. And there were a lot of emails in 
these piles of paper that were a cable about, you know, I can't remember 
exactly, but things that were not relevant to Benghazi in any way. 
There was a cable from Tripoli about, you know, economic roundtable 
in Tripoli, whatever, a few months before the attacks. It didn't seem 
germane to our operations in Libya. 

Q So when you suggested that information should be redacted 
that wasn't germane, were you, again, applying your own personal 
standards, or were there common standards that everybody was applying? 

A I was applying my understanding as the NEA person. 

Ms. Safai . Can we get one second? I apologize. 

Mr. Missakian . Sure. Do you recall the question? 

Ms. I believe if you could repeat the question. 


BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 


Q Sure. It sounded like at some point you suggested that 
information should be redacted based on what I would refer to as 
relevance? 


A Yes . 

Q So, in your mind, relevant to what? 

A And, again, my responsibility was just recommending 

production. There wasn't anything else. 




1110 


100 


Q I understand. 

A It was my standard as the NEA person at the table waSj is 
this relevant to the way we operated in Libya, to kind of embassy and 
special office operating to attacks of the security situation, and 
there were documents in there, there was an email of, you know, holiday 
closing schedule for example, or the kitchen; somebody had copied 
someone on kitchen equipment for the Embassy. There were things like 
that that did not seem germane. 

Q Did not seem germane to the issue -- 

A To me as an NEA MAG officer. 

Q These are documents that you're not going to be using. 
These documents are going to be going to the ARB and possibly to others? 

A Right. 

Q I'm just trying to understand how you decided what was 

relevant and what wasn't. Was it as broadly as saying you were going 
to suggest redacting everything that did not relate to security at the 
facility, or was it some other standard? 

A My recollection, sir, of the standards was anything to do 
with embassy and mission operations, day-to-day operations, anything 
to do with the wider security situation in Libya at the time, and 
anything to do specifically with the attacks in Benghazi. If I recall 
correctly, because I haven't thought about this in some time, those 
were the standards I was applying. 

Q Right. And where did you get those standards? 

Ms. Safai . If you remember. 
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Ms. 



I don't nememben, no. 


BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 


I'm sonny. 


Q Do you have a sense of whethen you pensonally neviewed all 
the documents that wene being pnoducedj on did you just neview a subset 
of all the documents that wene being pnoduced? 

A I neviewed a subset. 

Q Appnoximately how many documents? 

A It felt likes millions at the time^ millions of pages of 
email. I don't know, sin. I was thene fon about a week. 

Q Okay. As best you can, can you necall the types of 
infonmation that you suggested should be nedacted fnom the documents 
that was -- 


A Yes, sin. I was pnimanily focused myself on nedacting 
names and titles of individuals who wene pnivate citizens, eithen 
Libyan, Amenican, U.N. staff, othen intennationals who wene in Libya 
doing wonk, because they wene talking to Amenican diplomats. That's 
a sensitive thing that could endangen people if that's genenally known 
in some cincumstances . So that's pnimanily what I was necommending 
nedacting. And then I also necommended nedacting the names of junion 
people who wene dnafting emails on cables as well. 

Q I'm sune you'ne awane of some allegations made by a 
gentleman by the name of Ray Maxwell neganding the neview of documents 
that wene pnoduced to the ARB. Ane you familian with those 
allegations? 

A If I could specify, sin, what you'ne nefenning to. 
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Q You're not aware of any allegations that he has made with 
regard to the review of the documents produced at the ARB? 

A I'm aware of an article with an interview with DAS Maxwell^ 
but I don't recall specifically what the content of the article was. 

Q Have you ever read the article? 

A I didj about a year agOj but I don't recall anything 
specific . 

Q I haven't read it in a while either. My best recollection 
is that his allegation is that you participated in a review of documents 
that were being produced to the ARB, and in the course of that review, 
removed documents that might be, for lack of a better word, embarrassing 
to the State Department? 

A That is not accurate. People can correct me if that's not 
an accurate summary. 

Mr. Snyder. I don't know if he specifically alleged that she 
removed . 

Ms . Safai. Right. I don 't know if there were any names in there. 

BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 

Q If there weren't any names. I'll withdraw that part, but 
that's the allegation, that documents were removed from documents 
produced to the ARB. So you are aware of that allegation generally? 

A I recall reading the article. I recall that he touched on 
document production . I don ' t recall exactly what was in his statement . 

Q Let's just go into some of the specifics then. 

A Sure. 
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Q In the course of the review of the documents you did, did 
Raymond Maxwell ever, was he ever there with you during that review? 

A Yes, sir. He visited on the Sunday. I let him and 
and the Libya desk officers -- was the office director. He was 

in Libya at the time. He was on temporary duty in Libya helping after 
the attack. I let them know, look, Liz asked me to do this . I'm going 
to start helping, and I ' 11 probably call on the desk officers and others 
to help as time goes by. He's like, can I help in any way? Can I drop 
by? I'm like, yeah, please. He dropped by to see what was going on. 



how I was doing. 

Q Is that the Sunday immediately after the Saturday where you 


spoke to Liz Dibble and she asked you to do this? 

A Right. I got in on Sunday morning, as I recall . He stopped 
by during the day on Sunday. 

Q Again, I'm not familiar with the layout of the State 
Department. Where were you doing this review? 

A It was a room somewhere in the basement of the State 
Department. I believe it was somewhere in the A Bureau. 

Q Can you give me any more details about the room? 

A It was a large room with a bunch of computers and desks in 
it, coffee pots, like a big conference room sort of thing with a lot 
of computers. 

Q Approximately how long did Mr. Maxwell stay with you that 
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day? 

A I don't recall. It wasn't very longj maybe an hour. 

Q About an hour? 

A Maybe half an hour^ maybe an hour. 

Q Under an hour? 

A Yeah, if I recall correctly. 

Q Was there anybody there with you at the time when Mr. Maxwell 
showed up? 

A I mean, there were other people around us, but I don't 
remember who exactly. 

Q Do you know the name (ph), I believe his name 

is? 

A Yes. was one of my colleagues in NEA MAG. 

Q At any time did Mr. (ph) take part in this document 

review? 

A I don't recall. 

Q It's possible, but you don't recall? 

A It's possible because we set up an NEA roster of desk 

officers to come in and help, but I don't recall if he was one of the 
people that supported. 

Q Was he in NEA at the time, Mr. (ph)? 

A Yes, he was. 

Q What was he doing at the time? 

A He was our regional desk officer in NEA MAG, meaning he was 
supporting all four country desks and looking at transnational issues. 
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Q After you reviewed the documents that you reviewed and you 
made your highlights and wrote your noteSj did you see them after that? 

A No, I did not. 

Q Where did they go, to your knowledge? 

A I'm not sure. I don't know where they went. 

Q Did you ever review documents on a computer as opposed to 

a physical copy of the document? 

A I don't recall reviewing documents on a computer, only in 
hardcopy. 

Q Tell us the process by which you personally collected the 
documents that you contributed to this project? 

A There was a request to produce documents, and I don't recall 
exactly. I think that we were given, you know, kind of the general 
search terms to look for and scan in our computer and files. 

Q So you eventually, did you produce a PST file, or did you 
produce hard copies in response to that request? 

A We produced hardcopies in response to that request. 

Q So you physically would have identified the documents that 

were responsive, printed them out from your computer, and then handed 
that stack over to somebody? 

A That's what I recall. 

Q Do you believe that's how the document collection occurred 
for everybody, if you know? 

A I'm not sure. I don't know. 

Q Do you recall any conversation that you had with Mr. Maxwell 
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on that Sunday when he stopped by the document review? 

A I don't recall our conversation. 

Q At any point during the time that Mr. Maxwell was there with 
you, do you recall either Cheryl Mills or lake Sullivan stopping by? 

A I recall seeing them at other times in the document review 
room. I don't recall seeing them on that day. 

Q So it's possible that they did show up that day. You just 
don't know as you sit here today. You can't remember? 

A Right. Right. 

Mr. Missakian . Thank you. 

Ms. Safai . Sheria, can I ask you how much you guys anticipate? 

Ms . Clarke . Not much longer. In fact, we ' re finished . I think 
those are all the questions that we have. Thank you. We can go off 
the record. 

[Discussion off the record.] 

Mr. Kenny. Back on the record. The time is 1:17 p.m. 

Ms. again, thank you for your patience today. We're 

hoping we can conclude with this round, at least our portion of the 
questions, and then have you back on your way, return you to your post 
as quickly as possible. 

Ms. Thank you. 

Mr . Kenny. I ' d like to pick up where we left off in the last round 
of discussion about a document review session, a series of document 
review sessions that is you participated in in the weeks after the 
attack, and there was a reference to an article that you indicated you 
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we just went ahead and intnoduced that anticle into the necond. 

This is going to be exhibit 6. Thene you go. 

Exhibit No. 6 


Was manked fon identification.] 


Ms. Thank you. 

BY MR. KENNY: 

Q I'll give you a moment to neview the anticle. 

A Thank you. 

Q lust fon the punposes of the necondj I'm going to identify 
this document. This is exhibit No. 6. This is an anticle dated 
Septemben IS, 2014 that appeaned in the online publication The Daily 
Signal. It's entitled^ quote^ "Benghazi Bombshell: Clinton State 
Depantment Official Reveals Details of Alleged Document Review/' close 
quote. And acconding to this anticle, Ray Maxwell, fonmen DAS fon 
Maghneb Affains, came fonwand with a, quote, "stantling allegation," 
close quote, and this is fnom the finst panagnaph specifically that, 
quote, "Hillany Clinton confidants wene pant of an openation to 
sepanate damaging documents befone they wene tunned oven to the 
Accountability Review Boand," close quote. You indicated again that 
you ane familian with this anticle. Is that night? 

A Yes, I am. 

Q I just would like to nead a pontion of it into the necond 
and ask fon youn nesponse because thene ane some fainly specific 


allegations in hene. The anticle descnibes the document neview 
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session from the perspective of Mn. Maxwellj and I'm going to read from 
the middle of the page under the section "Basement Operation." The 
second paragraph there begins^ quote^ "When he arrived^ Maxwell says 
he observed boxes and stacks of documents. He says the State 
Department office directorj whom Maxwell described as close to 
Clinton's top advisers^ was there. Though the office director 
technically worked for him. Maxwell says he wasn't consulted about a 
weekend assignment. She told me, 'Ray, we are to go through these 
stacks and pull out anything that might put anybody in the [Near Eastern 
Affairs] front office on the seventh floor in a bad light, ' says 
Maxwell. He says "seventh floor" was State Department shorthand for 
then Secretary Clinton and her principal advisers. I asked her, 'But 
isn't that unethical?" She responded, 'Ray, those are our orders,'" 
close quote. 

And I'd first like to ask, there is a reference here to an office 
director. It indicated that your office director at the time was in 
Libya? 

A That's right. 

Q Backfilling at Embassy Tripoli, is that accurate, as the 

CDA? 


A Yes . 

Q Is your understanding of this article that Ray Maxwell or 
that this article is referring to you when it refers to the office 
director? 


A 


That's my understanding. That's what it appears to be. 
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Q Okay. And there's a direct quote from Mr. Maxwell that's 
included in here where he states that you told him that the purpose 
of the document review was tOj quote, again, quote, "go through these 
stacks and pull out anything that might put anybody in the [Near Eastern 
Affairs] front office of the seventh floor in a bad light, " close quote . 
Is that accurate? 

A No, it is not accurate. 

Q And do you know what may have given him this impression that 
you said these words to him? 

A I don't know. 

Q Okay. Did anyone ever order you to pull out any information 

that might put the NEA front office or the seventh floor in a, quote, 
"bad light," close quote? 

A No. 

Q And was this review process part of any effort to withhold 
or conceal information from the Accountability Review Board, to your 
understanding? 

A That was not my understanding. 

Q Okay. And we discussed in the last round your 
understanding of what the purpose of this document review was. You 
indicated that you were somewhat unclear, but you applied some 
standards that I think you had through your experience in performing 
FOIA reviews. Is that accurate? 

A That's right, sir. 

Q So you had performed document reviews in the past? 
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A A few limited ones with regard to FOIA requests. 

Q Okay. And in those types of document reviews^ what sorts 
of information were you asked to review and flag? 

A In the FOIA reviewSj you're referring to? 

Q Yes. 

A We were looking for^ as subject-matter experts^ information 
of sensitivity that would be damaging if it was released publicly. 

Q So that would include information like the names of Libyans 
that might be working with the U.S. Government? 

A Exactly, or pre-decisional information. If it was 

information about something that was, the deliberations between 
government officials before a decision was made. 

Q Okay. And you indicated that you applied some of that 
guidance to this document review, which started on a Sunday and I 
believe ended within that week for you personally? 

A For my purposes, yes. I believe it extended beyond that. 

Q And did you apply any other guidelines other than the ones 
that you describe for us in conducting that review? 

A No, that's basically what I was relying on. That's my 
recollection, but that's it. There was nothing such as what is being 
implied here. 

Q And you mentioned that you had raised a concern that one 
type of information be redacted, that of the names of junior officers? 

A Exactly, the names and their contact information and 


titles . 
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Q Okay. Did you make a recommendation for any other type of 
information to be redacted from the documents you were reviewing? 

A Basically, I mean, kind of my memory is most of what I 
highlighted and recommended for redaction was, again, names of Libyan 
American, other international contacts that the mission or Tripoli had. 
That was the bulk of it, yeah. 

Q And you mentioned that you performed some limited FOIA 
reviews in the past? 

A Yes . 

Q And you applied similar guidelines when conducting this 
review. Did you have any specific concern about performing the review 
that you were performing in reviewing for the sensitive information 
that you were looking for? 

A No. It made sense to me. We were preparing information 
to be released. 

Q Okay. And when you say prepared to be released, did you 
have an understanding that this information would be publicly released? 

A No, I did not. At the time, I wasn't clear on where the 
document production was going, to the ARB, beyond the ARB. But, again, 
I was thinking about FOIA, and if things are publicly released, would 
there be damage to the United States Government or to individuals that 
we should protect. 

Q You mentioned it was your belief that the H Bureau had led 
this effort or was participating in this effort in some way? 

A I thought it was H. 
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Q Can you describe what H is? 

A H is the Bureau of Legislative Affairs at the State 
Department. 

Q Would H typically be involved in a process of reviewing 
documents that would be turned over to the Accountability Review Boards 
to your understanding? 

A I don't know. I've never been involved in an ARB before. 

Q Okay. That's helpful. Were you aware that there was a 

congressional request for information that preceded the convening of 
the ARB? 

A No. I was not aware of that, or I don't recall that. 
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Mn. Kenny. Returning to the articlej one of the implications in 
what Mr. Maxwell describes here is that you didn't notify him about 
your weekend work beforehand. The one implication there being that 
you were probably participating in some sort of covert, possibly 
nefarious document review. Would that been an accurate 
characterization? 

Ms. 

Ms. Safai. Did you say "accurate" or "inaccurate"? 

Mr. Kenny. Accurate. 

Ms. No, that's not an accurate description. 

BY MR. KENNY: 

Q And why not? 

A I recall notifying not just Ray, but my Libya desk officers 
and that I'm like: Look, called me, and I'm going to be 

involved in this, and I'll probably have to rope more people in from 
any to help as time goes by. 

So -- and I can't recall exactly when -- if I emailed the folks 
that morning or after I arrived, but I let them know. 

Q Did you ever receive any feedback or instruction back that 
you were not to inform others of the existence of this document review? 

A No. I know no one listed had asked me to do that; no one 


in the room asked me to do that. 
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Q Okay. So you didn't understand this to be some secret 
operation -- 

A No. 

Q -- that was secretly going to be done? 

A Certainly not. No. 

Q Okay. And the fact that it was scheduled outside of 
business hours or began outside of business hourSj it wouldn't be fair 
to then assume that this was done to conceal or hide this activity? 

A To be frankj we worked every weekend anyway, so to me -- I 
don't mean to make light of this. It didn't strike me as unusual. 

Q Okay. Also, according to this, there is a direct quote here 
where Maxwell seems to describe a quote to you. 

A Uh-huh. 

Q He raises an ethical concern or claims to raise an ethical 
concern to you. Do you recall him doing that? 

A I don't recall him raising an ethical concern, but again, 
I don't remember the specifics of our conversation, but I don't recall 
that . 

Q Okay. If he had raised a concern about the ethics of the 
activity, what -- how would you have dealt with that? 

A I was not uncomfortable with what I was asked to do in that 
room, my understanding of what I was supposed to do or the fact that 
asked me to help out to represent NEA in this process, so I would 
not -- had he asked me about it, I probably would have said: This seems 
perfectly normal or this seems like we want to -- we want NEA to be 
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involved if there is - - if we ' ne looking at information and recommending 
redactions, then we should be here. 

Q Uh-huh. 

A Yeah. 

Q And do you recall if anyone else, to include people 
participating in the review whom you may have been working alongside, 
whether any of them expressed any concerns about the document review? 

A No. I mean, again, not to make light of it, people were 
quite tired. It was the weekend. That was the only -- 

Q It was a holiday. 

A It was griping. It was the holiday weekend. There was a 
bit of griping. A lot of plans changed that weekend, but that's all 
I recall. 

Q Okay. A little later in the article. I'll direct you to 
the third page in. The top of the page there, the second sentence 
reads, "He views" -- quote, "He views the after-hours operation he 
witnessed in the State Department basement as an 'exercise in 
misdirection,'" close quote. 

A Yes . 

Q Do you agree with Mr. Maxwell's characterization here? 

A I do not, no. 

Q Okay. Again, can you just explain for us? And I 

appreciate your indulgence. 

A No. In terms of what I had done before with FOIA, I mean, 
there ' s always a need for subject-matter experts to -- if there ' s going 
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to be a document production for any purpose and that could potentially 
make documents publiCj you want to make sure that you take a very careful 
look at what the documents are to protect people or information that 
could do damage to the United States or could endanger people. That's 
always something. And I think I'm even more sensitive to that after 
WikiLeaks, to be frank, what had occurred just a few -- a year before 
this, you know, the incident in Benghazi. 

So we're very sensitive to, you know, if documents are made 
public, are people going to be endangered, or are there national 
security issues here that we don't want known? 

Q Sure. You were asked in the last round about whether the 
Secretary's chief of staff, deputy chief of staff, was ever present 
for a document review session, and I believe you indicated at some point 
they may have showed up -- 

A Yes . 

Q -- during the week. 

A Yes . 

Q But you couldn't recall exactly when. This article spawned 

a series of spinoff articles where the allegation was that Cheryl Mills 
had somehow ordered the destruction and removal of documents before 
they were turned over to the Accountability Review Board, and it's a 
serious allegation, so we'd just like to follow up with you -- 

A Yes . 

Q -- and ask if you have any information or evidence. So do 
you have any evidence that Cheryl Mills or lake Sullivan personally 
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nemoved or destroyed or ordered anyone else to remove or destroy 
documents related to Benghazi? 

A No. 

Q Did you see anyone destroy, remove, or attempt to destroy 
and/or remove any Benghazi related information? 

A No. 

Q Did anyone, including the Secretary, ever ask you or order 
you to remove or destroy potentially damaging documents about the 
attacks in Benghazi before they were provided to the ARB? 

A No. 

Q And you had indicated that you did speak with the ARB in 

the course of its investigation. Is that right? 

A That's correct. 

Q Okay. Did you ever feel that you couldn 't be as forthcoming 
with the ARB as you wanted or felt you needed to be? 

A No, not at all. 

Q Okay. Did anyone ever ask or instruct you to withhold any 
evidence from the ARB? 

A No. 

Q And this is a more broader question. 

A Uh-huh. 

Q And we may have touched on it, so I'm just getting at it 

a different way. 

A Sure. 

Q But did anyone ever ask or instruct you to withhold 
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documents on any other evidence in response to a congressional request 
for information related to the Benghazi attacks? 

A No. 

BY MS. SAWYER: 

Q So before we leave this articlej I did just want to ask you 
a couple of quick questions. My colleague touched on itj but there 
iSj on that front page^ a direct quote wherein Mr. Maxwell indicates, 
quote, "I asked her," meaning you, "but isn't that unethical? She 
responded 'Ray, those are our orders.'" 

You indicated earlier that certainly nothing like what is implied 
here happened? 

A Yes, ma'am. 

Q That goes beyond an implication. It actually indicates 

that you may have engaged in something unethical. What is your 
response to that potential charge? 

A My response to that is it's completely nonsensical and 
inaccurate. 

Q And you would -- 

A And I would embellish that if there wasn't a court reporter 
in the room, but this article made me extremely angry. 

Q And you indicated earlier in the day, you kind of pointed 
out in response to another question that, on another issue entirely, 
that you are not the type of person who would succumb to pressure. 

A That's right. 

Q Had you felt that someone was asking you to do anything that 
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was unethicalj what would you have done at that point in time? 

A I would have, frankly, told that person that I felt 
uncomfortable and that I needed to consult with my colleagues and that 
I would leave the process, that I would not participate in the process 
if I thought there was something wrong with the process, what we were 
being asked to do. 

Q So certainly with regard to this document review, had you 
felt there was anything unethical or inappropriate, you would have 
raised that as an issue up the chain? 

A I would have raised that, and I would have gotten up to 
leave . 

Q Aside from this article, have you ever heard this allegation 
from any other source that there was a document review and documents 
were reviewed for the purposes of determining whether or not it was 
painting the NEA or the seventh floor in a bad light? 

A No, I've never heard that allegation separately. Only in 

this article. 

Q And did Mr. Maxwell himself ever raise this allegation to 
you, other than when you saw it appear in this article? 

A No. 

BY MR. KENNY: 

Q I'd like to redirect your attention. 

A Yes . 

Q Back to exhibit 5, which is the information memo to the 

Secretary, dated August 17th. And, again, in the last hour, I think 
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you touched on this, but I just wanted to ask if you could explain fon 
us a little bit -- in a little bit more depth, for those of us outside 
of the State Department -- or bureaucracy, rather, that this is an 
information memo, and we've seen a series or examples of what I refer 
to as action memos, and if you could just explain for us what the 
difference is between the two. 

A Sure. An information memo is something that we send up to 
provide an update, additional background information on a country or 
a development, you know, the Syria peace negotiations, whatever may 
happen. A decision memo is you tee up specific decisions for the 
Secretary or the relevant Under Secretary to -- and you provide a 
recommendation for each decision you're recommending. Like so, for 
example, this IM, this info memo, has no specific trigger points or 
decisions . We're not asking the Secretary to make specific decisions . 
We are getting her up to speed on what happened following the election. 

The decision memo always triggers a kind of decision, a kind of 
action item with our recommendations inside. 

An action memo can be just from one bureau that's cleared through 
others, or it could be multiple bureaus seeking action. 

Q No, thank you, that's a helpful distinction for us. 

So if there had been a specific recommendation for the Secretary 
to take based on the information presented here, that would have been 
more appropriately packaged in an action memo? 

A That would have been packaged in an action memo. That's 


right. 
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Q Okay. And my colleagues had asked about some of the 
specific content in here. I would just like to ask about the -- both 
the subject line as well as the first line, and also, just to be clean 
on the record, so this is a -- this document has been recently 
declassified, so you may see -- 

A It has been declassified? 

Q This is declassified, yes. We're in an unclassified 
setting. 

A Of course, yes. 

Q Sure. It's undergone a sensitivity review, so I just want 

to make sure the record is clear because there are some markings that 
appear in here. 

A Yeah. 

Q And sol'd just like to direct your attention to the subject 
itself is presented as a question, and the very first paragraph begins, 
quote, "Libya has experienced an upward trend in violence, primarily 
but not exclusively in the east, since May. It is not yet clear if 
this trend will reverse itself as earlier ones have over the past year 
or if in eastern Libya, at least, it constitutes a new normal," close 
quote . 

A Uh-huh. 

Q And what I ' d like to ask you is, at this point in time, which 
is the middle of December -- the middle of August -- 

A Right. 

Q -- rather, of 2012, whether it was unclear that the security 
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situation would natunalizej would improve itself oven time in Libya 
on if it would remain. Is that -- was it unclean at this time what 
would happen with the security situation? 

A It was unclean. 

Q Okay. And we'll direct you to the last page -- sonny^ the 
second page^ the very bottom^ the last paragraph begins, quote, 
"Despite the worrisome aspects of this increase in violence, there is 
no coordinated organization behind the incidents," close quote. 

I believe you touched on this a little bit in your explanation 
in the last round, but again, just at this point in time, it was unclear 
whether the security incidents were connected or linked in any way. 
Is that correct? 

A That's right. That's right. 

Q Okay. 

Mr. Kenny. So at this point we'd like to introduce what will be 
marked as exhibit 7. 

Exhibit No. 7 

Was marked for identification.] 

Ms. Thank you. Is this missing a page? Oh. Oh, I 

see. Yes, sir. 

BY MR. KENNY: 

Q And for the purposes of the record, to identify this 
document, exhibit 7 is an email, dated August 29, 2012, from Gregory 
Hicks to Ambassador Stevens. Subject line reads, quote, "Draft 
Benghazi Proposal," close quote. It then appears to contain a 3-page 
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attachment bearing document No. C05578322-MOAj and again^ for the 
purposes of the record^ this is a document that has been recently 
declassified by the State Department. 

I would like to begin just reading the first line of this emails 
which is from Gregory Hicks. It reads, quote, "Chris: Attached is 
the draft proposal. It's not quite final, but I think it's close," 
close quote. 

And I'd just ask, what was your understanding of what this 
proposal was? 

A So my understanding, we knew that Ambassador Stevens and 
post were preparing a memo justification for extending the presence 
in Benghazi, making it more permanent in some aspect, and it -- this 
was information that post, we knew, was pulling together to justify, 
you know, kind of why we needed to remain in the east and what the 
staffing requirements would be to cover it. 

So this includes, you know, kind of the policy justifications as 
well as a snapshot about what kind of personnel you would need to do 
this job, and it touches on, you know, the beginning of discussion they 
were having with DOD on who else would be there. 

Q Okay. And this appears to be a draft, as you described. 

A Yes . 

Q Do you recall that a draft was at one point sent to NEA/MAG? 
Is that correct? Or submitted by post? 

A I remember conversations with post, that they were going 
to send us a draft . I don ' t recall - - I don ' t recall getting the draft . 
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Q Okay. 

A The specific draft from Greg. 

Q Okay. 

A Yeah. 

Q But it's possible that Ambassador Greg may have send it to 
Director for instance? 

A It's possible, yes. 

Q And the date here, this is August 29? 

A That's right. 

Q So this is a couple of weeks after the information memo is 
sent up to the Secretary. Is that right? 

A That's right. 

Q Okay. I would just like to direct -- direct your attention 
to the third page. 

A Uh-huh. 

Q And attempt not to spend the -- 

A The third page of the memo? 

Q Third page of the document, so second page of the memo. 
Ms. Safai . Peter, can we put on the record that Ms. 
name is not on this? 

Mr. Kenny. Yes. 

Ms. Safai. Did you want to establish -- 
Mr. Kenny. Of course. 

Ms. Safai. -- for the rest of the document? 


BY MR. KENNY: 
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Q That's night. So the email is between DCM Hicks, 
Ambassador Stevens. Your name doesn't appear on here, but you were 
aware of discussions ongoing at the time? 

A Yes, I was aware that post was going to send us a memo. 

Q Okay. And I'd just like to ask, the third paragraph, 

there's a quote here, reads, quote, "A permanent Embassy branch office 
in Benghazi would enable us to continue to monitor political activity 
in this extremely important region in the country. It would allow us 
a base from which to track Islamist and other extremist terrorist 
activities at and to develop effective countermeasures against them," 
close quote. 

And what I'm hoping to understand or -- first of all. I'll just 
ask, do you recall that specific justification ever being made by post 
to NEA/MAG? 

A Not the specific justification. The wider justification 

of needing to be present to understand security developments in the 

absence of kind a national army, a national police force, you know, 
kind of unified security, like what's going on out there that could 
be of concern. 

Q Okay. And the reason I'm asking about this -- 

A Yeah. 

Q And I realize there's a lot of content here, and I keyed 

in on a specific section? 

A Yeah. 

Q But -- 
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A Yeah. 

Q -- what we're trying to understand is you have an 
information memo that the desk officej through NEA/MAG, sends up to 
the Secretary -- 

A Uh-huh. 

Q -- and several weeks later^ you see a justification for 
continuing the presence. One of the things we're hoping to link up 
is what the understanding of -- at post was of the threat^ not just 
at Main State. 

A Uh-huh. 

Q And from here^ it seems to at leasts to uSj that there was 
a desire to continue U.S. presence in Benghazi? 

A Yes . 

Q Despite the security situation in Libya. Is that a fair 
reading? 

A That's right. 

Q Okay. And, in fact, it appears that this memo, at various 

points, there's references to AQ and AQIM. 

A Yes . 

Q It does acknowledge that there was a security concern in 

Libya and eastern Libya. 

A And the presence of extremist groups, yes. 

Q So one of the things I was hoping you could help us 
understand is, it may sound a little counterintuitive, but you know, 
some may want to argue that because you had a challenging security 
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situation in eastern Libya, that was a reason to close post there; 
whereas, here, it seems to be the opposite, perhaps somewhat 
counterintuitive rationale being put forward that we need to be there 
because of those developments. And maybe you could help us understand, 
is that -- am I clear? 

A If I could ask you sort of to clarify. You're pointing out 
that there's two contrary opinions. 

Q Yes. 

A Yes . 

Q Yes. So can you help us just explain that other view that 
is important or why it would be important for the U.S. to be present 
in an area where there is extremist activity? 

A Yes. So kind of my understanding and kind of the our role 
from NEA/MAG, we were -- we were aware that the Ambassador and our team 
in Libya were very -- very much understood the balance, you know, how 
the risks-rewards balance or interests-risks balance that we have to 
constantly think about for every diplomatic post in the world in a 
country that's undergoing change. 

I mean, it's not Mexico. It's not France. It's a country 
undergoing significant changes after a revolution where we have a now 
Rolodex, new contacts we have to make contact with. It's not the normal 
set of people that you work with as diplomats. 

So it was clear to us through, you know, what post was reporting 
and what the media was reporting, what other, you know, international 
partners were advising us that there were extremist groups present in 
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Libya. Some of those guys were connected to A1 Qaeda j night. I mean^ 
that was -- some were connected to Islamist groups that had been 
fighting Qadhafi for a long time but that he had managed to repress 
pretty violently but that they had risen -- you know, they had a 
presence, again, following the revolution, as Qadhafi 's security 
services and kind of his repressive rule dissipated. 

So the point that -- again, I don't recall seeing this memo in 
this form specifically until today. I knew it was coming, but the 
argument is, in addition to kind of the political context and the women 
leaders and kind of the -- you know, the academics, you are also talking 
to security services when you're in a country and people that have 
knowledge of who's doing what in a country. 

So it's better to be present and active and listening to what's 
going on and sharing that information back with Washington, and you 
know, with Washington's instruction, you know, taking specific 
actions. That it was worth it to us to be in Libya at this time and 
in eastern Libya as well as in Tripoli to have a better understanding 
of the security as well as the other developments. 

It is very hard to track terrorism from -- just from ISR, right, 
just from intelligence resources or just from Washington or just from 
capitals, yeah. 

Q And just to clarify one point. So at this point in 
time -- and again, this is a few weeks after the info memo goes up. 

A That's right, sir. 

Q The discussion at post was not whether to close the Special 
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Mission in Benghazi^ but it was to in fact extend it and make it a 
permanent presence. Is that -- 

A There was no discussion of closing Benghazi from post. It 
was all like it is more important than ever that we get a handle on 
what's going on and that we are influential and present to understand 
what's going on and to influence what happens in eastern Libya. 

Q Okay. So at this point -- and this will just take a few 
minutes . 


A Sure. 

Q So I'll ask you to please bear with us. 

A Sure. 

Q We are going to shift gears a little bit. 

A Okay. 

Q And I'll preface by saying that this is -- I'll let her ask 
one more question. 

A Yes . 

Ms. Sawyer. Give me a moment j and I'll always think of one other 
question . 


Ms. 



Give us a minute^ we'll always write another 


email. Sorry. 

Ms. Sawyer. Yeah. Let the record reflect we were just joking. 
You knowj there have been some allegations. This memo indicates 
a pretty active effort on the part of the individuals on the ground -- 


Ms. 


LIh-huh. 


Ms. Sawyer. -- to be advocating a particular recommendation to 
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both keep and then extend the presence. 

Ms. Safai . Heathenj I apologize. Are you still referring to 7? 

Ms. Sawyer. I'm sorry^ I'm referring back to exhibit 7. 

Ms. Safai . Okay. 

Ms. Sawyer. Toward the end of August 2012. 

BY MS. SAWYER: 

Q You know, there have been allegations that the both presence 
in Benghazi and the desire to remain in Benghazi did not come from the 
ground up but instead came from the top down, that it was truly -- that 
the Secretary of State at the time, Hillary Clinton's desire to be there 
and her directive to be there, or if not Secretary Clinton, then someone 
in the White House or the White House National Security Council. 

A Right. 

Q Is that true? Is that allegation true? 

A No. 

Q That it was being driven from the top down? 

A No, not at all. It was very much, you know, from -- from 

early -- from 2011 onwards through 2012, it was post really leading 
the charge and making -- because they were on the ground. They saw 
how important it was, and they had the hunger to be like: There is 
a lot going on here. We need to be responsible diplomats and stewards 
of American interests. We have to understand what's happening. We 
have to be present to understand what's happening. 

And it was not a fun place to live, so it's not like -- I don't 
mean, again, to make light of this, but we took this very seriously. 
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And obviously^ the Assistant Secretaries and the seventh floor always 
take seriously the recommendations of our ambassadors because it's not 
like he was asking to open up a Club Med or something. This was a 
difficult place in which to work, but it was worth to us to make the 
case to remain in Libya and to make sure we stay in eastern Libya as 
well as Tripoli to keep the mission going. 

Q And on the very last page of this exhibit 7. 

A Yes, ma'am. 

Q Down in that bottom paragraph, there's just a mention in 
the first few -- in the first sentence right there: "The Embassy's 
facilities manager and," redacted," colleagues, have conducted site 
surveys in multiple compounds that could properly house a co-located 
mission . " 

So in terms of discussing that and just at a high level, not in 
detail -- 

A Uh-huh. 

Q -- the ability to co-locate different entities from U.S. 
Government, to me, indicates that enhancing security for folks on the 
ground -- 

A Yes . 

Q -- was being considered and being considered very 

seriously, and steps were actually proactively being taken in that 
direction . 

A Yes, ma'am. 

Q Was that accurate? Is that accurate? 
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A YeSj that is absolutely my understanding. 

Q So it's not that individuals were unaware of the security 
challenges or ignoring the security challenges. 

A No. They were very much aware^ and this memo -- this 
discussion reflects to me that post was thinking very clearly about 
the risk-reward, the risk-interest balance, like: If we do this, we 
will need RSOs; we will push for publication; we will -- you know, these 
are what we'll recommend to Washington, the steps that we take. 

Q So those steps and that discussion was well under way and 
ongoing at the time that the attacks then occurred? 

A It was beginning. It wasn't -- you know, post had 
just -- and the Ambassador and his team had had the discussion with 
their interagency colleagues in Libya, and they were coming back to 
Washington to say -- the Ambassador was like: This is my concerted 
recommendation of where we need to go forward. 

Q And just from a personal perspective, you know, hindsight 
is always 20/20 vision, but at the time, did you agree with the 
recommendations that were being made to continue a presence and extend 
it, you know, with the considerations that were under way, the presence 
in Benghazi? 

A Yes, ma'am. I agreed 100 percent. As I stated earlier, 
that as a Foreign Service officer and someone who has worked in the 
Middle East and tough places, you know, I saw the immediate benefit 
of contact building and being present and meeting people and kind of 
helping to shape, you know, decisions on the ground or activities on 
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the ground and pushing American perspectives and interests along the 
way. 

So I agreed with this 100 percent. To be frank, when I -- when 
they first mentioned this memo to me, and we knew the Ambassador was 
a strong proponent, but my stomach sank a little bit because there is, 
bureaucratically, until we had the bureaucratic agreement that this 
would be extended for a period of time, I knew that the difficulty of 
staffing would continue, kind of the TOY, the need to pull people from 
other places. Mainly, I'm a policy sec because that was what I was 
responsible, not the DS staffing, so I'm like, absolutely, 100 percent, 
and like 5 percent was like -- you know, to reflect to the court 
reporter -- 5 percent of me was like: Wow, this is -- we're going to 
have to think very carefully bureaucratically with our resource people 
how this would -- how we try to regularize the staffing for this. 

So a little bit of me was a scrooge, was uncomfortable, but not 
for any security reasons, mainly for the bureaucracy itself. The 
logistics are tough. 

Q And despite the fact that you realized that there would be 
some period of time where those logistics would remain a challenge -- 

A Absolutely. 

Q You still thought -- 

A Absolutely, 100 percent. This absolutely had to be done, 
and I believe that to this day, despite our losses. 

BY MR. KENNY: 

Q And just a moment ago when you were referring to the 
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difficulties of the TDY, were you nefenning to that in the context of 
the December 2011 decision to extend for 1 year? 

A No. Well, I was more referring to this, the 2012, the 
beginning of the discussion to continue to extend because at the end 
of 2011, when the memo came out, you know, we're like: Okay, we're 
going to keep this going for a year. It's fine. We've got our game. 
I know how to do this. I know how to -- who to draw from to do our 
principal officers and the policy staff. 

Q But to be clear, this exhibit 7 is a recommendation to make 
a permanent post, not to re-extend. Is that how you viewed it? 

A Yes, sir. That's what the Ambassador -- it looks like 
that's what they were setting forth in the cable. Of course, 
Washington ultimately makes the decision. They take the Ambassador's 
recommendation into -- absolutely, it's a very strong element of this, 
but it also takes time to determine that you set up a permanent mission. 
So in the interim, it doesn't happen overnight. 

Q Okay. And this was the beginning of that process? 

A This was the beginning of that process. That's right. 

Q Okay. So shifting gears a little bit. 

A Yes . 

Q This will be our last portion of our interview, and I'll 
just preface by saying that this is the eighth congressional 
investigation into the Benghazi attacks . It's our intent and hope that 
it's the last, and we, therefore, have been asking every witness a 
series of public -- about a series of public allegations that have been 
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made about the attacks. And while anybody can speculate about the 
Benghazi attacks^ plenty of people have, there is only a limited 
universe of people who have direct specific knowledge of what happened 
both before, during, and after the attacks, and so what I'm asking for 
here is not your speculation, not your opinion but whether you have 
any firsthand knowledge on these allegations. If not, we'll just move 
on to the next allegation. 

So there's several of them, so it takes a little bit of that time 
to get through those, but I appreciate -- 

A I understand. 

Q -- your patience. First, it has been alleged that 
Secretary of State Clinton intentionally blocked military action on 
the night of the attacks. One Congressman has speculated that, quote, 
"Secretary Clinton told Leon Panetta to stand down," close quote, and 
this resulted in the Defense Department not sending more assets to help 
in Benghazi. 

Do you have any evidence that Secretary of State Clinton ordered 
Secretary of Defense Panetta to stand down on the night of the attacks? 

A No. 

Q Do you have any evidence that Secretary of State Clinton 
issued any kind of order to Secretary of Defense Panetta on the night 
of the attacks? 

A No. 

Q It has been alleged that Secretary Clinton personally 

signed an April 2012 cable denying security resources to Libya. The 
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Washington Post Fact Checker evaluated the claim and gave it Four 
Pinocchio'Sj its highest award for false claims. 

Do you have any evidence that Secretary Clinton personally signed 
an April 2012 cable denying security resources to Libya? 

A NOj I do not. 

Q Do you have any evidence that Secretary Clinton was 
personally involved in providing specific instruction on day-to-day 
security resources in Benghazi? 

A No. 

Q Next. It's been alleged that Secretary Clinton 

misrepresented or fabricated intelligence on the risk posed by Qadhafi 
to his own people in order to garner support for military operations 
in Libya in the spring of 2011. 

Do you have any evidence that Secretary Clinton misrepresented 
or fabricated intelligence on the risk posed by Qadhafi to his own 
people in order to garner support for military operations in Libya in 
the spring of 2011? 

A No. 

Q It has been alleged that the U.S. Mission in Benghazi 
included transferring weapons to Syrian rebels or to other countries. 
A bipartisan report issued by the House Permanent Select Committee on 
Intelligence found thatj quote "CIA was not collecting and shipping 
arms from Libya to Syria," close quote, and that they found, quote, 
"no support for this allegation," close quote. Those were the 
unclassified findings from the report. 
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Do you have any evidence to contradict the House Intelligence 
Committee's bipartisan report finding that the CIA was not shipping 
arms from Libya to Syria? 

A No. 

Q Do you have any evidence that the U.S. facilities in 

Benghazi were being used to facilitate weapons transfers from Libya 
to Syria or to any other foreign country? 

A No. 

Q A team of CIA security personnel was temporarily delayed 

from departing the Annex to assist the Special Mission Compound, and 
there have been a number of allegations about the cause and the 
appropriateness of that delay. The House Intelligence Committee 
issued a bipartisan report concluding that the team was not ordered 
to, quote, "stand down," close quote, but that instead there were 
tactical disagreements on the ground over how quickly to depart. 

Do you have any evidence that would contradict the House 
Intelligence Committee's finding that there was no standdown order to 
CIA personnel? 

A No. 

Q Putting aside whether you personally agree with the 

decision to delay them temporarily or think it was the right decision, 
do you have any evidence that there was a bad or improper reason behind 
the temporary delay of the CIA security personnel who departed the Annex 
to assist the Special Mission Compound? 

A No. 
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Q Concern has been raised by one individual in the course of 
producing documents to the Accountability Review Board damaging 
documents may have been removed or scrubbed out of that production. 

Do you have any evidence that anyone at the State Department 
removed or scrubbed damaging documents from materials that were 
provided to the ARB? 

A No. 

Q Do you have any evidence anyone at the State Department 
directed anyone else at the State Department to remove or scrub damaging 
documents from the materials that were provided to the ARB? 

A No. 

Q I'll ask these questions for documents provided to 

Congress. Do you have any evidence that anyone at the State Department 
removed or scrubbed damaging documents from the materials that were 
provided to Congress? 

A No. 

Q It has been alleged that CIA Deputy Director Michael Morell 
altered unclassified talking points about the Benghazi attacks for 
political reasons and that he then misrepresented his actions when he 
told Congress that the CIAj quote^ "faithfully performed our duties 
in accordance with the highest standards of objectivity and 
nonpartisanship," close quote. 

Do you have any evidence that CIA Deputy Director Michael Morell 
gave false or intentionally misleading testimony to Congress about the 
Benghazi talking points? 



1149 


139 


A NOj I do not. 

Q Do you have any evidence CIA Deputy Director Morell altered 
the talking points provided to Congress for political reasons? 

A No. 

Q Next. It has been alleged that Ambassador Susan Rice made 
an intentional misrepresentation when she spoke on the Sunday talk 
shows about the Benghazi attacks. 

Do you have any evidence that Ambassador Rice intentionally 
misrepresented facts about the Benghazi attacks on the Sunday talk 
shows? 

A No. 

Q It has been alleged that the President of the United States 

was, quote, "virtually AWOL as Commander in Chief," close quote, on 
the night of that attacks and that he was, quote, "missing in action," 
close quote. 

Do you have any evidence to support the allegation that the 
President was, quote, "virtually AWOL as Commander in Chief," close 
quote, or quote, "missing in action," close quote, on the night of the 
attacks? 

A No. 

Q It has been alleged that a team of four military personnel 

at Embassy Tripoli on the night of the attacks were considering flying 
on the second plane to Benghazi, were ordered by their superiors to, 
quote, "stand down," close quote, meaning cease all operations. 

Military officials have stated that those four individuals were 
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instead ordered to remain in place in Tripoli to provide security and 
medical assistance in their current location. 

A Republican staff report issued by the House Armed Services 
Committee found that, quote, "There was no standdown order issued to 
U.S. military personnel in Tripoli who sought to join the fight in 
Benghazi," close quote. 

Do you have any evidence to contradict the conclusion of the House 
Armed Services Committee that there was no standdown order issued to 
U.S. military personnel in Tripoli who sought to join the fight in 
Benghazi? 

A No. 

Q Last one. 

A Okay. 

Q It has been alleged that the military failed to deploy 

assets on the night of the attack that would have saved lives . However, 
former Republican Congressman Howard "Buck" McKeon, the former 
chairman of the House Armed Services Committee, conducted a review of 
the attacks, after which he stated, quote, "Given where the troops were, 
how quickly the thing all happened, and how quickly it dissipated, we 
probably couldn't have done more than we did," close quote. 

Do you have any evidence to contradict Congressman McKeon 's 
conclusion? 

A No. 

Q Do you have any evidence that the Pentagon had military 
assets available to them on night of the attacks that could have saved 
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lives but that the Pentagon leadership intentionally decided not to 
deploy? 

A No. 

Q Okay. 

Ms. Sawyer. Thank you for the time that you've given us today. 
You came a long way to answer our questions. We appreciate it very 
muchj and I just wanted to give you an opportunity if there is anything 
that we didn't ask or that you felt would be important to this committee 
for us to understand or to know, to give you the opportunity to, you 
know, explain anything further. 

Ms. Thank you. I have nothing further to offer with 

regard to the investigation. I think the one thing that I'd like to 
say, since it's on the record, is that, you know, for better or for 
worse, I think we're going to continue living and working in a very 
unpredictable world, and ultimately, our resources come from you, from 
Congress. And so I'd like to say that as a Foreign Service 
officer -- and I hope I'll continue to have the privilege to work in 
positions of greater responsibility. I hope at some point to 
potentially be DCM or, you know, a leader in a bureau. 

It's very important that we have the ability to surge and flex 
as we need to in the field. It is not just the military that has to 
surge for crises, but it's also your civilians. That will entail -- I 
think it's going to be -- it's difficult. We're going to -- and it's 
difficult for Congress to address these changing resource requests, 
but it shouldn't be a surprise to any of the staffers here today or 
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to youn Members that this is a very unpredictable world we live in. 

We will continue to want to represent the American people and 
defend our interests in places that change. I have never served in 
Western Europe, you know. I've never served in a garden post, other 
than Thailand early in my career, and so I anticipate that I will 
probably continue to have the opportunity to work on the Washington 
side and overseas in places that are slightly unpredictable. And we 
welcome kind of the dialogue with Congress and the flexibility and the 
resources that we need to change staffing as needed. 

And it's a tall order, but we can't predict exactly what's 
happening in the world, but I believe it's very important that in 
addition to military intelligence and other colleagues, that diplomats 
are in the lead in representing the United States and interpreting and 
shaping what happens overseas, so I -- Ambassador Stevens was an amazing 
diplomat and an amazing friend, and he understood the Middle East like 
very few other people. 

It was very important that the United States had his leadership 
there, and there are many -- this is very hard to go through again, 
but it's worth it that we continue to do this work. And it's very 
important that we continue to have that dialogue with the Congress on 
what's needed to make this work possible because, ultimately, the money 
doesn't come from within the State Department. 

So thank you very much, and thank you very much to my colleagues 
from the State Department as well, and Raeka. 

Ms. Sawyer. Well, thank you. We truly appreciate it. You 
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know, on behalf of all the membens of the committee, we thank you both 
fon being here today, obviously, but also for the tremendous service 
that you have given to the country, that you have pledged -- and it 
is on the record -- that you will continue giving to the country. 

It is very much appreciated, and we certainly do hope that 
Congress will continue to partner in a meaningful way with the State 
Department to help continue the really important work that you all do 
and that you all do on our behalf, as you said, not in garden situations, 
but in ones that are not garden-like and can be very unstable, so thank 
you . 

Ms. Thank you, ma'am. 

Mr. Kenny. Thank you. We'll go off the record. 

[Whereupon, at 2:10 p.m., the interview was concluded.] 
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April 28, 2016 


Dear Mr. Chairman, 

I hank you for the opportunity to review the unclassified transcript from my December 17, 2015 
interview with the Select Committee on Benghazi. During my review, 1 identified one statement 
that 1 believe need correction or further clarification. 1 respectfully request that the record be 
amended to reflect the below changes; 


PG 132: With regard to my second an.swer on that page regarding the future of an office in 
Benghazi: the phrase "we will push for publication" should be stricken. It doesn't make 
sense and what I recall saying is: "If we do this, we will need RSOs; we will push for 
adequate personnel..." 


Sinccrt^lv 
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Welcher, Alison R 


Subject; Select Committee Transcript 

Attachments: 2015.12.17.pdf 


From: | 

Sent: Wednesday, March 09, 2016 1:17 AM 

To: Deck, Laura E 

Cc: Welcher, Alison R; | 

Subject: FW: Select Committee Transcript 


Colleagues, 


Thanks for the chance to review. My recommended edits for clarification follow. 

PG 63: Third line from the bottom; It's not my answer but I think the questioner asked or meant to ask whether " Bill 

Roebuck sent this note to the Assistant Secretary.." not to the "Secretary" Per the context of that discussion. 

PG 96: Middle of the page. This one is important because I think the text as drafted mischaracterizes my point. I did 
not say (or mean)that only junior State Dept officers should have their names redacted from the cables, etc. in the 
document production, but that ALL PEOPLE BELOW THE LEVEL OF THE AMBASSADOR at post, from all agencies, 
should have their personal details redacted. The phrase ..."from the State Department...." Should be stricken. 


PG 104: The correct spelling of the name is| 


PG 132: With regard to my second answer on that page regarding the future of an office in Benghazi: the phrase "we 
will push for publication" should be stricken. IT doesn't make sense and what I recall saying is: "If we do this will need 
RSOs; we will push for adequate personnel..." 

PG 133: Middle of the page in my answer. After "Mainly..." it should read "on the policy side" not "I'm a policy sec..." 


Best, 
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EXHIBIT 1 

SCB 000029 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 



Tuesday, September 11, 2012 10:32 PM 
Fishman, Benjamin L 



Ops our mole In Ops) tells us Jeff Is already on the phone with Beth to pass along some Info he's gleaned. Qatar 
might be a good avenue. 


From: Fishman, Benjamin I. 

Se nt: Tuesday, Septem ber It^oTnOT^^W 

Subject: RE: statement from the GNC 


Our Turkey people will reach out and coordinate with EUR presumably. 

Another thought. Has someone notified >ff ? Among other things, he could call the Qataris who I think are the only 
others in Benghazi with resources and potential information. Not sure that’s the right channel but at least worth 
considering. 


From; 

Sent: Tuesday, September 11, 2012 9:45 PM 
To: Fishman, Benjamin I. 

Subject: RE: statement from the GNC 

That's a good Idea, Fll check In with Ops 


From: Fishman, Benjamin I. 

Sent: Tuesday, September 11, 2012 9:28 PM 

Subject: RE: statement from the GNC 

Has there been any thought tooutreach to Turkey to see what they may have present in Benghazi? I can't think of any 
others who might be in a position to help if needed. 

From; 

Sent: Tuesday, September 11, 2012 9:26 PM 
To: Fishman, Benjamin I. 

Subject: RE: statement from the GNC 

Nothing we're waiting for an update from the special folks. 

I bet Kennedy is worried about further repercussions and attacks if US military is too obvious. 


From: Fishman, Benjamin !. 

Se nt; Tuesday, Septem ber 11, 2012 9:19 PM 

Subject: RE: statement from the GNC 


You don't have anything further on Chris, right? I was sitting in that meeting for two hours. 


1 
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SCB 000030 

I don't krK>w why Pat Kennedy is so concerned about what extra securit y folks are wearing. Does that come from Greg? 
The time for being overiy sensitive to Libyan corK^ms about military appearances seems to be over. 


From: 

Sent: Tuesday, September 
To: Rshman, tenjamin I.; 

Sutqect: RE: statement from the GNC 


Thanks Ben.... 


From: Fishman, Benjamin 1. 

Se nt; Tuesday, September 
To: 

Sut^ect: statement from the GNC 


For what it's worth, ^o me. 

I got a separate call fromBIH^^^I the Congressman close to Magariaf, who claimed Feb 17 has Chris and he's 
alive, according to MOI. Clearly don't know reliability. 


If you need anything from here, let me know. 


2 


1158 


EXHIBIT 2 

STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE. 

REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER. 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 


Monday. September 17, 2012 2:18 PM 


RE; Libya PG 


Off the reservation on five networks! 



Sen t; Monday, September 17, 2012 2:17 PM 

To; 

Subject: RE: Libya P6 

Yup. Luckily there's enough in her language to fudge exactly what she said/meant. 


This email is UNCLASSIFIED. 


From: I 

SentjMondawSeDtemberl7^2012 2^6Pf^^ 
To: 

Subject: RE: Libya PG 

I think Rice was off the reservation on this one. 


From: I 

Se nt; Monday, September 17, 2012 2: 05 PM 

To: 

Subject: RE: Libya PG 

Toria planned on walking it back just a bit, though. 


This email is UNCLASSIFIED. 


From:^^^^^^H 

Sen t; Monday, September 17. 2012 2:02 PM 

To: 


Subject: Re: Libya PG 


The horse has left the barn on this, don't you think? Rice was on FIVE Sunday Morning shows yesterday saying this. 
Tough to walk back. 



Sent: Monday, September 17, 2012 01:59 PM 
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STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE. 

REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER. 



Subject: FW: Libya PG 


- per my call. Note sure we want to be so definitive - what does A/S Jones say? 


From: 

Sen t; Monday, Septemb er 17, 2012 1:41 PM 
Subject: RE: Libya PG 


I really hope this was revised. I don't think we should go on the record on this. 



Cc; M_Clearance 
Subject: Re: Libya PG 


This is actually the most recent. Just saw NSS language, which I used as the key points here. 
NEA Press Guidance 
September 17, 2012 


Libya: Update on Investigation on Attack in Benghazi 


Key Points 

The currently available information suggests that the demonstrations in g^e.ng^'azi were spontaaeously inspired by 
the protests at the U S Embassy in Cairo and evolved into a direct assault against the U.S. mission and subsequently its 
annex. There are indications that extremists participated in the violent demonstrations. 

This assessment may change as additional information is collected and analyzed and as currently available 
information continues to be evaluated. 

The investigation is ongoing, and the U.S. Government is working with Libyan authorities to bring to justice those 
responsible for the deaths of U.S. citizens. 

Q: Do we have any confirmation of the names and condition of those injured in Benghazi yet? 


Due to privacy considerations, I have no comment. 

Q: Can we confirm the authenticity of the cell-phone video of Amb. Stephens? 
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STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE. 

REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER. 


We cannot confirm the authenticity of the video. 

Q: Do we have any adjustments in the time line, sequence of events in Benghazi? 


As I said, there is an ongoing investigation and I am not going to comment any further at this time. 
Q: Has the FBI provided any investigation updates? Has the FBI been able to even reach Benghazi yet? 


I refer you to the Department of Justice for information on the ongoing investigation. 



Cc: M_Clearance 
Subject: RE: Libya PG 


HI - 1 made some tweaks. I am not keen on the first point, even as I edited it, but don't have 
any better suggestions. Maybe was not “planned well in odvance.” ? 

The rest of it looks good. 

I added DS to this message also. 

Thanks, M/PRI 


From: 

Sent: Monday, September 17, 2012 12:13 PM 

Subject: Libya PG 
Importance: High 

Hi Everyone “ 

Please see the below PG on Libya. This is all I really have for today. 
Thanks, 
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STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE. 

REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER. 


NEA Press Guidance 
September 17, 2012 

Libya: Update on investigation on Attack in Benghazi 


Key Points 

• We will continue to wait for the findings of the ongoing FBI investigation before 
reaching a final conclusion, but at this preliminary stage, 4imeT we have not yet seen any 
signs that the attack on our consulate in Benghazi was other than spontaneous. 
pr e m e d i tat e d, or coord i nat e d. 

• I have nothing more for you due to the ongoing FBI investigation. 

Q: Do we have any confirmation of the names and condition of those injured in 
Benghazi yet? 

• Due to privacy considerations, I have no comment. 

Q: Can we confirm the authenticity of the ceil-phone video of Amb. Stephens? 

• We cannot confirm the authenticity of the video. 

Q: Do we have any adjustments in the time line, sequence of events in Benghazi? 

• As we have said, there is an ongoing investigation into the tragic events that 
occurred in Benghazi, and I am not going to comment any further at this time. 

Q: Has the FBI provided any investigation updates? Has the FBI been able to even 
reach Benghazi yet? 

• I refer you to the Department of Justice for information on the ongoing 
investigation. 


Press Officer { Bureau of Near Eastern Affairs | U.S. Department of State 
2201 C St, NW Rm 2234, Washington, DC 20520 | 2: 202.647.4184 | 
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C05580192 


EXHIBIT 3 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 


Sunday, September 16, 2012 3:57 PM 
Hicks. Greaorv N 


ler Important Issues 


Ok, thank you! 


From: Hicks, Gregory N 

Sent: Sunday, September 16, 2012 03:55 PM 

To:| 



I We do not know what was In the safe. We believe the person most likely to know what it contained is RSOj 
[ who, we believe is heading back to the Washington today or tomorrow. 

Glad you met^^Hand thanks for your help in getting her there. Seeing her was a big morale boost. 

Best Regards, Greg. 


From:| 

Sent: Saturday, September 15, 2012 2:34 AM 


Subject: FW: (SBU) Priority and High Ranking TDYs, And Other Important Issues 


Thanks Greg. 

There is interest here on what computers and classified or sensitive information might have been taken from Benghazi. 
Do we know what was In the safe? 

It was very nice to meel^^^|todayl 
Best, 



From: Hides, Gregory N 
Sent: Friday, 5€pt«nberl4j_201204j4^^ 

To: Jones, Beth E; 1 

Cc: Operations Cenler;| 

Subject: (SBU) Priority and High Ranking TDYs, And Other Important Issues 



They agreed that a DS agent could accompany them on all investigations. We would prefer that DS send an appropriate 
agent to Post for this purpose. Even with only five person on the team, this will be a high maintenance visit that will 
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C05580192. 

C05580192 

diminish our ability to support other tdy activity. Otherwise, we may have to ground the FBI team temporarily t o 
support other tdy visitors that Washington deems to be priority. Please advise if we should begin working with 
identify dates and rooms for this visit. 

(SBU) General Ham's staff indicated a desire to visit Tripoli on 9/21. We have asked his staff to reconsider visiting Tripoli 
on a Friday and notified them of the suspension of tdy missions to Tripoli through at least 9/26. Depending on the day 
proposed and the timing of the arrival of the FBI mission, we could probably support a short visit by the General to meet 
the Libyan MOD and theChlef of Staffof the Libyan Armed Forces. His visit might be important for us to push for final 
1208 approval by the GOL. We have basically advised RADM Losey, SOCAfrica commander to accompany General Ham 
rather than try to come on his own. 

(SBU) RSO, AR50, and DATT spoke with GOL lead investigator for the attack on the consulate while he was doing his first 
inspection of the facilities. They established a good rapport as they walked him through the unburned building. 

Unfortunately, the conversation indicated that the safe has been taken from the premises. We asked him to secure all 
papers and personal effects that he finds and return them to us. 

(SBU) ^^|onnected with him and he is flying to Tripoli. We are meeting him at the airport tonight 

and bringing himtotheVillascompound. We hope to continue to use his talents while you all work on appropriate 
means for him 

(SBU) Facilities: With the changed security paradigm, we are no longerconfident that we can work safely at the CMR. I 
have asked begin planning to move all operations, except consular services, to the Villas compound. We believe 
that working inside the consular section is one of the safest places on our facilities and for policy reasons, we need to 
keep the section open. Meanwhile, OBO needs to be prepared to move more quickly to begin and finish the Villas 
construction projects once we decide to lift the tdy suspension. 

(SBU) Personnel: Thanks for talking with our folks in Frankfurt. I'm trying to set up a call for sometime tomorrow. I've 
asked the team to develop a schedule for returning to Tripoli to resume duty. On the Management side, I understand 
that ^^|as asked EX to allow PCS officers to report to Post as planned so that our WAE team may return to the States. 

I support this request. 

Thanks again for arranging for my wife to attend the ceremony. It was exciting to see her in the crowd, and everyone 
required me to point her out. 

All the best, Greg. 
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EXHIBIT 4 



Subject: RE; draft email for your clearance: (SBU) Lack of Security Staffing at Benghazi undermining 

mission 

Categories: Working 

Classification: UNCLASSIFIED 

SensitivityCode: Sensitive 

Also, the Secretary asked last week if we still have a presence in Benghazi - 1 think she would be upset to hear that yes 
we do but because we don't have enough security they are on lockdown. 

SBU 

This email is UNCLASSIFIED. 


From 

Sent: ^ureoav^eoma^OB, 2012 3:25 PM 
Tot NEA-MAG-UBYA 

Subject: FW: draft email for your clearance: (SBU) Lack of Security Staffing at Benghazi undermining mission 


SBU 

This email is UNCLASSIFIED. 


B5 


09, 2012 3:24 PM 


Subject: draft email for your clearance: (SBU) Lack of Security Staffing at Benghazi undermining mission 


Let me know if this works and whether you want to consult with^^or EX before sending this to the FO. Another issue 
to keep in mind is Embassy Tunis' longstanding request for an A/RSQ. If we ask JDF to present this to M, we might get 
asked which would be our top priority within MAG. (That's not a fair question of course, because Tunis is asking for a 
permanent A/RSO FTE, whereas we are looking for a solid commitment of 4 TOY DS agents through the end of the year.} 

Thanks. 


We determined early on that it was important to us to maintain a presence in Benghazi to engage with the TNC and 
keep an eye on political and security developments in the east. The mission in Benghazi has also allowed PM and USAID 
to conduct periodic TDYs in the east to further develop their contacts and monitor progress on our MANPADS, elections 
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and civil society assistance programs. The simmering protests in Benghazi and the east against the TNC and local 
councils over the last few weeks {along with violent unrest in Bani Wali in the west) have shaken the interim 
government, and illustrated the importance of maintaining a broad base of contacts and visibility outside of Tripoli. 

Unfortunately, DS staffing is becoming a recurring problem in Benghazi. At the current security threat level, Benghazi 
needs a minimum of four agents to support moves out of town (3 to accompany the Principal Officer or TOY officer, and 
1 to remain on compound with the IRM/management person). Post needs a minimum of three agents to facilitate one 
movement at a time in town, and one to remain on compound. 

DS staffing has dropped to two agents several times over the last few months between rotations, which has prevented 
the PO from leaving the compound. DS tells post it is unlikely they can fully staff Benghazi due to broader staffing 
challenges across NEA, and has suggested we adjust our expectations about movements and outreach. 

The fluid security situation makes it unlikely that RSO and EAC will decide to significantly ease the security profile in the 
immediate future. If DS cannot or will not allocate the right resources for Benghazi, we may want to push back with M 
to force a discussion about DS's decision. If there is no recourse, we should reconsider whether we keep the mission 
going. There is very little reason to maintain the expense if our people are going to be trapped on the compound and 
unable to get around. 



IX'puly Ohtvlor, Offiiv ol' Maghreb Affairs 
Bureau of Near lifislern AfCaiis 
U.S. DepartnienL of Stale 
(Oj 202-647-4675 (1') 202-7364460 


SBU 

This email is UNCLASSIFIED. 
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UNCLASSIFIED U.S. Department of State Case No. 0-2015-15055 Doc No. C05390124 Date: 10/13/2015 
I * STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE. 

' REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER. 



201214940 Rev. 1 

UniLeiil States Oepartmenit of State 

WmhmgtoH, t>.C. 20526 


CONFIDENTIAL 
DECL: 08/16/2022 
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Overall Security Situation 

(C) Libya has experienced an upward trend in violence - primarily but not 
exclusively in the east - since May. It is not yet clear if this trend will reverse 
itself as earlier ones have over the past year or if, in eastern Libya at least, it 
constitutes a new normal. The ongoing presence of militias is a complicating 

factor, both providing security in many areas where the national government 

cannot, and undercutting it in others. Militias were seen as a constructive torce 
during the July 7 elections for the General National Congress. The central security 
services are still being reconstituted and do not have the capacity to force the 
militias under a national authority. While unpredictable security conditions restrict 
the movement of U.S. government personnel, they have not limited our assistance 
work. The violence has not targeted the oil and gas infrastructure. 

Uptick in Violence, Primarily in Eastern Libya 

(SBU) Since May, there has been a spike in violent incidents, including 
bombings, abductions, assassinations, and car-jackings. The attachment lists the 
major events, which include a June 6 bombing at the U.S, Mission in Benghazi and 
an August 6 attempted car-jacking of embassy personnel in Tripoli. Recently, 
foreign residents of Benghazi have expressed concern about the risks of living and 

working there^-In-response-to-ftyeattacks-sinceMay,^ the .International Committee 

of the Red Cross (ICRC) withdrew its personnel from Benghazi and Misrata in 
early August, but continued work in the rest of Libya. The tCRC country director 
believes international organizations in Libya have underestimated the recent rise in 
violence out of a shared sense of optimism. 
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Emboldetied biDt Random 

(C) The variety of the violence points to the overall lack of effective security 
institutions, particularly in the east. Local contacts blame pro-Qadhafi element 
efforts to destabilize the government, militia vigilante action, exttemist Islamist 
groups settling scores, and criminally motivated thugs for most of the incidents. 
The distance from the already weak central security services, feelings of 
marginalization from the central government, and a history of Islamist extremism 
in some eastern towns all seem to contribute to a permissive environment where 
disparate motivations for violence have found fertile ground in which to germinate. 
The national Supreme Security Council - a post-revolutionary coalition of militia 
elements cobbled into a single force and designed to provide interim security in 
Benghazi — has had limited success as a stabilizing force. 

(C) The government seems largely unable to gather intelligence in advance 
of attacks and central security sa-vices appear intimidated by the local militias, in 
some cases tacitly ceding their authority to them. Some actors see the weak 
response from the government and feel they can act with increasing impunity. The 
s«se of lawlessness encourages spoilers, predators, and other disruptive players to 

/^calale thgir ar.lionA 

The Transition Requires Security 

(C) Benghazi was once palpably safer than Tripoli, but in the absence of a 
national political consensus on fundamental issues, lawlessness is increasing. 

The newly seated General National Congress should address the security situation 
directly to reassert control. Despite the urgency, however, the government’s 
response is likely to continue to be hesitant and tentative, as it focuses on 
maintaining momentum and cohesion for the challenging political transition it is 
undertaking. Efforts to rebuild the national military and police forces (including 
the incorporation of some militias into the national forces) will need to proceed in 
step with efforts to create the right package of educational, vocational, and 
monetary incentives to demobilize, disarm, and reintegrate the revolutionary 
fighters into civilian life. We are working to assist the Libyans through advice on 
Tlisaymament; dcraobilizatiDn; andTeintegrationund reconstituting elements-of their 
national security forces through capacity building for counterterrorism and border 
security activities through classroom and field training. 

(C) Despite the worrisome aspects of this increase in violence, there is no 
coordinated organization behind the incidents. Ethnic, sectarian, and tribal 
differences have not been major factors in causing or exacerbating the violence; in 
fact, there is some evidence that traditional tribal structures are helping to contain 
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it. Nonetheless, the likelihood of more widespread violence is strong if Libya’s 
political leaders are unable to demobilize militias and strengthen the government’s 
security institutions. 


Attachment : 

List of Recent Violence in Libya 
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Benghazi Bombshell: Clinton State Department Official Reveals Details 
of Alleged Document Review 

Sharyl Attkisson / September 15, 2014 

As the House Select Committee on Benghazi prepares for its first hearing this week, a former State Department diplomat is coming forward with a 
startling allegation: Hillary Clinton confidants were part of an operation to “separate” damaging documents before they were turned over to the 
Accountability Review Board investigating security lapses surrounding the Sept. 11, 2012, terrorist attacks on the U.S. mission in Benghazi, Libya. 

UPDATE: Hillary Clinton’s chief of staff allegedly present at after-hours document review. 

According to former Deputy Assistant Secretary Raymond Maxwell, the after-hours session took place over a weekend in a basement operations-type 
center at State Department headquarters in \Washington, D.C. This is the first time Maxwell has publicly come forward with the story. 


At the time. Maxwell was a leader in the State Department's Bureau of Near Eastern Affairs, which was charged with collecting emails and documents 
relevantto the Benghazi probe. 



Raymond Maxwell, former State Department deputy assistant secretary (Photo; Sharyl Attkisson) 


“I was not invited to that after-hours endeavor, but I heard about it and decided to check it out on a Sunday afternoon,” Maxwell says. 


http;//dailysignal.com//print?postJd= 157483 
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He didn’t know it then, but Maxwell would ultimately become one of four State Department officials singled out for discipline— he says scapegoated— 
then later cleared for devastating security lapses leading up to the attacks. Four Americans, including U.S. Ambassador Christopher Stevens, were 
murdered during the Benghazi attacks. 

‘Basement Operation’ 

Maxwell says the weekend document session was held in the basement of the State Department’s Foggy Bottom headquarters in a room underneath 
the “jogger’s entrance.” He describes it as a large space, outfitted with computers and big screen monitors, intended for emergency planning, and with 
small offices on the periphery. 

When he arrived. Maxwell says he observed boxes and stacks of documents. He says a State Department office director, whom Maxwell described as 
close to Clinton’s top advisers, was there. Though the office director technically worked for him. Maxwell says he wasn’t consulted about her weekend 
assignment. 



‘Basement operation’: The Department of State in Washington. (Photo: Wayan Vota/Creative 
Commons) 


“She told me, ‘Ray, we are to go through these stacks and pull out anything that might put anybody in the [Near Eastern Affairs] front office or the 
seventh floor in a bad light,”’ says Maxwell. He says “seventh floor” was State Department shorthand for then-Secretary of State Clinton and her 
principal advisers. 

“I asked her, ‘But isn't that unethical?’ She responded, ‘Ray, those are our orders.’ ” 

A few minutes after he arrived. Maxwell says, in walked two high-ranking State Department officials. 

In an interview Monday morning on Fox News, Rep. Jason Chaffetz, R-Utah, named the two Hillary Clinton confidants who allegedly were present: One 
was Cheryl Mills, Clinton’s chief of staff and a former White House counsel who defended President Bill Clinton during his impeachment trial. The other, 
Chaffetz said, was Deputy Chief of Staff Jake Sullivan, who previously worked on Hillary Clinton’s and then Barack Obama’s presidential campaigns. 
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Benghazi Bombshell; Fox News Reports on Sharyl Attkisson's... 



“When Cheryl saw me, she snapped, ‘Who are you?’” Maxwell says. “Jake explained, ‘That’s Ray Maxwell, an NEA deputy assistant secretary.’ She 
conceded, ‘Well, OK.'” 

Maxwell says the two officials, close confidants of Clinton, appeared to check in on the operation and soon left. 

Maxwell says after Mills and Sullivan arrived, he, the office director and an intern moved into a small office where they looked through some papers. 
Maxwell says his stack included pre-attack telegrams and cables between the U.S. embassy in Tripoli and State Department headquarters. After a short 
time. Maxwell says he decided to leave. 


“I didn’t feel good about it,” he says. 



Cheryl Mills, left, was Hillary Clinton’s chief of staff and a White House counsel who defended President Bill Clinton during his impeachment trial. (Photo: 
Newscom) 


We contacted Mills and Sullivan to ask about the allegations and the purpose of the described separation of documents, but they did not return calls or 
emails. We reached out to Clinton, who declined an interview request and offered no comment. A State Department spokesman told us it would have 
been impossible for anybody outside the Accountability Review Board (ARB) to control the flow of information because the board cultivated so many 
sources. 

‘Unfettered Access’? 
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3/7 



1172 


11/3/2016 Benghazi Bombshell: Clinton State Department Official Reveals Details of Alleged Document Review - The Daily Signal 

When the ARB issued its call for documents in early October 2012, just weeks after the Benghazi attacks, the executive directorate of the State 
Department’s Bureau of Near Eastern Affairs was put in charge of collecting all emails and relevant material. It was gathered, boxed and— Maxwell says 
—ended up in the basement room prior to being turned over. 

In May 2013, when critics questioned the ARB’s investigation as not thorough enough, co-chairmen Ambassador Thomas Pickering and Adm. Mike 
Mullen responded that “we had unfettered access to everyone and everything including all the documentation we needed.” 

Maxwell says when he heard that statement, he couldn’t help but wonder if the ARB— perhaps unknowingly— had received from his bureau a scrubbed 
set of documents with the most damaging material missing. 



An attacker celebrates as buildings and cars burn at the consulate compound in Benghazi 
late Sept. 11, 2012. (Photo: Getty Images/Newscom) 


Maxwell also criticizes the ARB as “anything but independent,” pointing to Mullen’s admission in congressional testimony that he called Mills to give 
her inside advice after the ARB interviewed a potential congressional witness. 

In an interview in September 2013, Pickering told me that he would not have done what Mullen did. But both co-chairmen strongly defend their probe 
as “fiercely independent.” 

Maxwell also criticizes the ARB for failing to interview key people at the White House, State Department and the CIA, including not only Clinton but 
Deputy Secretary of State Thomas Nides, who managed department resources in Libya; Assistant Secretary of State for Political Military Affairs Andrew 
Shapiro; and White House National Security Council Director for Libya Ben Fishman. 

“The ARB inquiry was, at best, a shoddily executed attempt at damage control, both in Foggy Bottom and on Capitol Hilt,” Maxwell says. He views the 
after-hours operation he witnessed in the State Department basement as “an exercise in misdirection.” 
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Ambassador to Libya Christopher Stevens and three other Americans were murdered in 
Benghazi. (Photo: Newscom) 

Sullivan did not respond to emails or to messages sent to him through his current teaching job at Yale Law School. Mills did not respond to a message 
passed to her through Black Rock, a major global investment firm where she is on the board of directors. Clinton’s press officer ultimately referred us to 
the State Department, though none of the three currently works there. 

State Department Response 

A State Department spokesman, Alec Gerlach, calls the implication that documents were withheld “totally without merit.” Gerlach says: “The range of 
sources that the ARB's investigation drew on would have made it impossible for anyone outside of the ARB to control its access to information.” 

Gerlach says the State Department instructed all employees to cooperate “fully and promptly” with the ARB, which invited anyone with relevant 
information to contact the board directly. 

“So individuals with information were reaching out proactively to the board. And, the ARB was also directly engaged with individuals and the [State] 
Department's bureaus and offices to request information and pull on whichever threads it chose to," Gerlach says. 

Benghazi Select Committee 

Maxwell says he has been interviewed privately by several members of Congress in recent months, including Chaffetz, a member of the House 
Oversight Committee, and Rep. Trey Gowdy, R-S.C., chairman of the House Select Committee on Benghazi. 



Rep. Jason Chaffetz, R-Utah, speaks with Rep. Trey Gowdy, R-S.C., chairman of the Benghazi 
Select Committee, (Photo: Newscom) 


When reached for comment, Chaffetz told me that Maxwell’s allegations “goto the heart of the integrity of the State Department.” 

“The allegations are as serious as it gets, and it's something we have obviously followed up and pursued,” Chaffetz says. “I'm 100 percent confident the 
Benghazi Select Committee is going to dive deep on that issue.” 

Former Obama Supporter 

Maxwell, 58, strongly supported President Barack Obama and personally contributed to his presidential campaign. But post-Benghazi, he has soured 
on both Obama and Clinton, saying he had nothing to do with security and was sacrificed as a scapegoat while higher-up officials directly responsible 
escaped discipline. 

Maxwell spent a year on paid administrative leave with no official charge ever levied against him. Ultimately, the State Department cleared Maxwell of 
wrongdoing and reinstated him. He retired a short time later, in November 2013. 
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Maxwell worked in foreign service for 21 years as the well-respected deputy assistant secretary for Maghreb Affairs in the Near East Bureau and is a 
formerchief of stafftothe ambassador in Baghdad. Fluent in Portuguese, Maxwell is a Navy “mustanger,” which means he successfully made the leap 
from the enlisted ranks to commissioned officer. 



Raymond Maxwell speaks with investigative correspondent Sharyl Attkisson in Washington. (Photo; 
Courtesy Sharyl Attkisson) 


Maxwell also is a prolific poet. While on administrative leave, he published poems online: allegories hinting at his post-Benghazi observations and 
experiences. 

A poem entitled “Invitation” refers to his placement on leave in December 2012: “The Queen’s Henchmen / request the pleasure of your company / at a 
Lynching — /to be held / at 23rd and C Streets NW [State Dept, building] / on Tuesday, December 18, 2012 /just past sunset. / Dress: Formal, Masks and 
Hoods — /the four being lynched / must never know the identities/ of their executioners, or what/ whose sin required their sacrifice./ A blood sacrifice 
— / to divert the hounds- / to appease the gods — / to cleanse our filth and /satisfy our guilty consciences...” 
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In another poem called “Trapped in a purgatory of their own deceit,” Maxwell wrote; “The web of lies they weave / gets tighter and tighter / in its deceit 
/ until it bottoms out — / at a very low frequency — / and implodes. . .Yet all the while, / the more they talk, / the more they lie, / and the deeper down 
the hole they go lust wait... /just wait and feed them the rope.” 



Maxwell in Algiers in 2011 as deputy assistant secretary for the Maghreb region. (Photo: YouTube 
via U.S. Embassy in Algiers) 


Several weeks after he was placed on leave with no formal accusations. Maxwell made an appointment to address his status with a State Department 
ombudsman. 

“She told me, ‘You are taking this all too personally, Raymond. It is not about you,’ ” Maxwell recalls. 

“I told her that ‘My name is on TV and I’m on administrative leave, it seems like it’s about me.’ Then she said, ‘You’re not harmed, you’re still getting 
paid. Don’t watch TV. Take your wife on a cruise. It's not about you; it’s about Hillary and 2016.’ “ 

Since retiring from the State Department, Maxwell has obtained a master’s degree in library information science. 


Fox News; Hillary Clinton Aides Allegedly Witnessed Benghaz... 



This is a Daily Signal special feature. 
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Woods, Olivia M 

From: Hicks, Gregory N 

Sent; Wednesday, August 29, 2012 4:03 PM 

To; Stevens, J. Christopher 

Subject: Draft Benghazi Proposal 

Attachments: Benghazi Proposal.docx 
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Chris: 


Attached is the draft proposal. It's not quite final, but I think it's close. I believe it closely tracks the 
substance of the Alexandria paper and is similar to Cairo's cable. I may still need a couple of data 
points from Alan on the management information, but I wanted to give you a chance to comment 
on the Political justification before you go on leave. I also plan to show it to Eric when he's here, do a 
final scrub, and send to DC on Friday, if that is ok with you. I may also split the document into the 
political justification and the management piece, the latter would need to be classified. 

Your comments and suggestions would be welcome. 


Thanks, Greg. 

This document is UNCLASSIFIED/ZNOFORN when separated from SECRET//NOFORN attachment(s). 
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Embassy Tripoli strongly recommends that the Department establish a permanent branch office 
in Benghazi to provide a permanent platform to protect U.S, national security interests in the 
region, and to promote a stronger, healthier, and more vibrant bilateral relationship with the new, 
free, and democratic Libya. 

Benghazi is the main city of Cyrenaica, which has long been the spiritual center of Libya. The 
Sanussi Sufi movement was headquartered in Cyrenaica, and was the catalyst for Libyan 
resistance to the Italian occupation. In the nineties, Cyrenaica became the base of an Islamist 
resistance movement against Qadhafi. Under Qadhafl’s rule, the region first suffered from his 
neglect, and then from his violent suppression of the Islamist opposition movement. 

More recently, Benghazi and Cyrenaica were the heart of the successful February 17, 201 1, 
revolution to oust Qadhafi. Many eastern Libyans believe they have earned special rights in the 
new, free Libya, and are calling for a greater share of government expenditures and greater 
political autonomy. To demonstrate its spirit of independence and better civic organization, 
Benghazi staged its own municipal elections prior to the July national elections. Meanwhile, 
some of Cyrenaica’s traditional political leaders announced a federalist movement, based on the 
1951 constitution. More recently, conservative elements of the population have been promoting 
an Islamist political philosophy and agenda. In the absence of an effective security apparatus 
and weak governance, some political groups may be using violence to embarrass rivals and to 
senie scores with former regime figures involved in the suppression of the Islamist resistance to 
Qadhafi. Many Libyans believe that the final allocation of political responsibilities and 
authorities between the capital and municipalities will determine the success or failure of Libya’s 
political transition, and the people of the East will have a large impact on that debate. 

Some Islamist groups, possibly linked to AQ and AQIM, are also taking advantage of the 
security and governance climate to establish militia training facilities that arc evolving or could 
evolve into terrorist training camps. There is a growing possibility that, should Libya’s political 
transition fail and the country slip into anarchy, the eastern part of the country could become a 
new base for international terrorist activity, threatening vital U.S. interests in the Eastern 
Mediterranean and farther afield. 

The Libyan Armed Forces facilities and units in the Benghazi area survived the revolution 
largely intact. Thus, they currently form the core of the LAF’s capability to defend Libya’s 
borders and sovereignty. The Libyan Air Forces air operations center, along with major air force 
units, as well as the primary land forces involved in securing the Libyan-Egyptian frontier are 
located or based in and around Benghazi. In addition, Libya’s Special Forces brigade is also 
based in the area. Cyrenaica is also home to naval bases at Tripoli and Tobruq. 
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Benghazi is the largest economic center in eastern Libya and aspires to becoming the economic 
and commercial capital of post-Qadhafi Libya. If Libya adopts a free market oriented policy 
framework, Benghazi could achieve this vision. Most of Libya's current oil wealth is located in 
Cyrenaica, and the hydrocarbon sector could fuel industrialization and attract investment to other 
sectors that benefit from lower relative energy costs. In addition, tourism based on Cyrenaica’s 
coast, Greek ruins, and famous World War II battlefields has potential, and the region has an 
agricultural base in the Green Mountains. Meanwhile, Libya’s most important trading partner 
and most important source of imported labor, Egypt, is just across Libya’s eastern border. 

Since we opened our expeditionary Mission in Benghazi in April 2012, it has established ties to 
parties across Cyrenaica’s political spectrum, observed Libya’s landmark elections, identified 
Libyan students for scholarship opportunities in America, and supported the development of a 
vibrant civil society active on issues ranging from health to women’s rights. The Mission’s 
partnership with the local business community is providing a foundation for commercial 
engagement and economic statecraft in a region that wants American products and needs 
American expertise. The Mission’s outreach to minorities and NGOs has underscored our 
conunitment to Human Rights. Perhaps, most importantly, the people of Benghazi desire, and 
would openly welcome, our aruiouncement of a permanent office in their city. We have already 
established a foundation in Benghazi, and we should provide a permanent platform from which 
to expand it. 

A permanent Embassy branch office in Benghazi would enable us to continue to monitor 
political activity in this extremely important region of the country. It would allow us a base from 
which to track Islamist and other extremist terrorist activities and to develop effective 
countermeasures against them. It would sustain the frequency of interaction with local contacts 
who could provide us with a better understanding of Cyrcnaican political currents as they relate 
to emerging political trends elsewhere in the country as well as in the capital. From a Benghazi 
branch office, we would be able to plan and stage more effective outreach programs to influence 
local political thought in directions more consistent with overall U.S. policy goals and objectives. 
A branch office would more easily facilitate U.S. business participation in Cyrenaica’s future 
economic growth, and assist Libya and Egypt to cooperate to secure their border against 
terrorists and smugglers. We could not have achieved these goals, or aspire to achieve broader 
objectives in the future, if we limit our diplomatic platform in Libya to the Embassy in Tripoli. 

Projected Mission Size 

The current expeditionary mission in Benghazi consists of a Principal Officer, IRM/Management 
Officer, RSO, and two A/RSOs. LES staff consists of?? personnel. The Principal Officer 
reports to the Ambassador in Tripoli through the Deputy Chief of Mission. 
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To perform the State missions identified above, we propose the following personnel 
configuration for a permanent branch office in Benghazi: 

Principal Officer -FO-01 

POL/ECON/COMM Officer - FO-03 

MGMT Officer - FO-03 

IRM Officer -FP-05 

RSO-FO-02 

A/RSO-FO-03 

A/RSO - FO-04 

As an Embassy branch office, we would seek full diplomatic immunity for staff. Allowances, 
benefits, and differentials would match those given Embassy Tripoli. It would provide the 
branch office regional management support in the areas of human resources, facilities 
maintenance, finance and budgeting, and others as necessary. 


We have approached possible DOD interest in assigning a position to a permanent 

facility in Benghazi. 

We estimate that a permanent branch office would need an LES component of 40-60, depending 
on the size and sophistication of the local guard force needed to protect a co-located compound 
in a security environment that is expected to feature political violence and terrorist activity over 
the short to medium term. 

The Embassy’s facilities manager and Colleagues have conducted site surveys of multiple 

compounds that could properly house a co-located mission. We will forward the drawings and 
commentary on our recommendations as soon as this package is complete. Appropriate 
equipment to support classified and unclassified communications would need to be integrated 
into the plarming for the co-located facility. 
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